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ABSTRACT
This study tests the relative effectiveness of the standard modern 
paragraph theories of A. L. Becker, Francis Christensen, and Paul C. 
Rodgers, Jr., three major theorists contributing more sophisticated ex­
planations of the form of paragraphs than that of Alexander Bain, whose 
theory as summarized in the familiar principles of unity, coherence, and 
emphasis has dominated textbook explanations of paragraphing since the 
late nineteenth century.
In this test the three theories have been applied to fourteen se­
lected professional essays appearing in six of the best-selling composi­
tion readers. Of these essays, seven, designated as classical, are 
written by the most frequently anthologized essayists, and seven, desig­
nated as ephemeral, are randomly selected essays with topical appeal.
The components of the three theories tested are Becker's tagmemic 
patterns and four operations for variation, his lexical equivalence 
classes, lexical transitions, and verb sequences; Christensen’s~coo:Fdi- 
nate, subordinate, and mixed sequences and his dictu.m concerning the 
topic sentence in the initial position; and Rodgers' concepts of the 
stadia of discourse and secondary influences on paragraphing.
The study presents a summary of the theoretical assumptions of 
Becker, Christensen, and Rodgers; a summary of the statistical findings 
of the applications of the three theories; a comparative summary of the 
conformity and non-conformity of paragraphs reflecting the application 
of Becker's and Christensen's theories; a justification of the 100% 
conformity of the paragraphs to Rodgers' theory; and finally some reflec­
tions on the applications of the findings to the teaching of college 
composition.
v
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In terms of the overall effectiveness of the three theories in this 
sample, Becker's theory works 32.8% of the time, Christensen's 30.8%, and 
Rodgers' 100%. The conclusion that can be drawn from the much greater 
effectiveness of Rodgers' theory is that, with his discourse-centered 
theory as opposed to Becker's and Christensen’s sentence-based theories, 
Rodgers allows for sequences of discourse not necessarily conterminous 
with paragraph boundaries and for more flexible concepts of fluctuations 
in the abstraction levels within sequences. Another conclusion is that 
Becker's and Christensen's theories, with modifications, could more 
formally describe the reality of paragraph structure.
vi
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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS AND METHODOLOGY
The gap [in studies of structure and form] is 
serious, because, as James Coomber points out, 
many students do not grasp the structure or 
the main ideas in materials they read, and 
that inability may be connected to weaknesses 
in the organization of students' writing. . . .
We need investigations of structure and form in 
prose to help us with the teaching of reading 
as well as writing.
After teaching the familiar "canons of paragraph structure, . . .
Unity, Coherence, Emphasis," derived from Alexander Bain's deductive
theory of paragraphing in the mid-nineteenth century and "passed on to
2
the twentieth century," I realized that the simplistic explanations of
paragraphing contained in typical composition texts usually did not fit
the paragraphs in model essays, which had much more complex structure
than the prescriptions suggested. While instructing my students to
begin a paragraph with a topic sentence, follow the topic sentence with
3
details, and end with a conclusion, "'a discourse in miniature,"' I 
came to the conclusion that, even with teaching a variation of topic 
plus details, followed by sub-topic plus details plus conclusion, I was 
teaching an artificial structure not usually illustrated by essays from 
professional writers.
In discussing composition textbook selection with my colleagues, I 
discovered that an important criterion for that selection was to find a 
textbook in which the model essays neatly fit the prescriptions. Later,
I concluded that, although such a textbook would be convenient for teach­
ing, the criterion pointed backwards. What was actually needed was a 
textbook in which the prescriptions fit the reality of the form of para­
graphs in the professional essays.
1
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Recognizing the need, then, for better explanations of paragraphing 
than Alexander Bain's deductive theory presented, I turned to the stand­
ard modern paragraph theories of A. L. Becker, Francis Christensen, and 
Paul C. Rodgers, Jr. Following Christensen's publication of "A Genera­
tive Rhetoric of the Paragraph" in College Composition and Communication 
in October 1965, Becker, Christensen, and Rodgers published several 
articles on paragraphing in College Composition and Communication, in­
cluding Becker's "A Tagmemic Approach to Paragraph Analysis" (December 
1965), Rodgers' "A Discourse-centered Rhetoric of the Paragraph" (Febru­
ary 1966), and Rodgers' "The Stadium of Discourse" (October 1967). Al­
though Rodgers refined his own theory in "The Stadium of Discourse," 
the three theorists culminated their work in their major contributions 
to "Symposium on the Paragraph," which also appeared in College Composi­
tion and Communicat ion, in May 1966.
Becker, Christensen, and Rodgers all indicated that their theories 
had been derived inductively. However, aside from limited practical 
application of their theories in their articles, they did not cite either 
the extent or the nature of their induction, except that Becker did sum­
marize an inductive experiment that he claims established that "para-
4
graphs are grammatical as well as semantic structures." Both 
Christensen and Rodgers explicitly state the need for further inductive 
analysis of paragraphs. Christensen, in referring to such an inductive 
analysis, says, "The only valid source for rhetorical principles that I 
know of is the practice of professional (which may include some profes­
sorial) writers."'* And Rodgers writes: "The qualities of the paragraph 
can no more be grasped through normative statement than can the quali­
ties of discourse. This conclusion is not wholly negative, of course.
It denies only that the paragraph can be wrapped up conclusively in a
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
3tight deductive formula, and implies, positively, that inductive study 
of the art of paragraphing has an immense neglected potential."*’ Becker 
implicitly indicates the same need by his own use of an inductive 
experiment.
After reading statements and counterstatements by these three 
theorists, I recognized a definite need to test these theories more 
objectively by applying each of them to selected professional essays to 
determine their relative applicability and hence, implicitly, their 
suitability for classroom instruction.
In this study, therefore, I have measured the relative applicability 
of the major components of Becker's, Christensen's, and Rodgers' theories 
to paragraphs in seven essays of the most frequently anthologized profes­
sional writers (appearing in the readers selected for this study) and 
in seven randomly selected essays with topical appeal.^ The components 
tested are Becker’s tagmemic patterns and four operations for variation, 
his lexical equivalence classes, lexical transitions, and verb sequences; 
Christensen's coordinate, subordinate, and mixed sequences and his dictum 
concerning the topic sentence in the initial position; and Rodgers' 
concepts of the stadia of discourse and secondary influences on para­
graphing. All of the essays have appeared in some of the best-selling 
composition readers.
In discussing the question of the best-selling college composition 
readers with book representatives of Little, Brown and Company; W. W. 
Norton and Company; Harcourt Brace Jovanovich; Houghton Mifflin Company; 
St. Martin's Press; and Harper and Row, I concluded that among the more 
popular readers today are Patterns of Exposition, ed. Randall E. Decker; 
The Norton Sampler: Short Essays for Composition, ed. Thomas Cooley;
Prose Models, ed. Gerald Levin; Readings for Writers, ed. Jo Ray McCuen
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4and Anthony C. Winkler; The Riverside Reader, ed. Joseph Trimmer and 
Maxine Hairston; and Subject and Strategy: A Rhetoric Reader, ed. Paul 
Eschholz and Alfred Rosa.
The process of selecting the sample essays was as follows: In all 
of the editions of all of the readers, I tabulated the frequencies of 
appearance of every author included. In making this tabulation, I 
counted the first appearance of a given author in a given reader as 
two points and as one point when that author appears in successive edi­
tions of the same reader, so that an author gets more points for appear­
ing in more than two readers than for appearing in two editions of the 
same reader. Then, after determining the most frequently anthologized 
authors, I tabulated the most frequently anthologized essays of those 
authors. I designated these essays as classical. I then numbered the 
essays appearing only one time in any of the editions of any of the 
readers and drew at random seven numbers. I designated these essays as 
ephemeral.
The most popular essays by the most popular authors— the classical 
essays— are as follows in order of popularity: (1) George Orwell’s 
"Politics and the English Language," (2) E. B. White's "Here Is New 
York," (3) Jonathan Swift's "A Modest Proposal," (4) James Thurber's 
"Courtship Through the Ages," (5) Bruce Catton's "Grant and Lee: A 
Study in Contrasts," (6) Loren Eiseley's "Science and the Unexpected 
Universe," and (6) Mark Twain's "Two Ways of Seeing a River." It should 
be noted that Eiseley's and Twain's essays tied for sixth place. Appen­
dix A contains a list of the sources of these essays.
The randomly selected— or ephemeral— essays are as follows:
(1) Kelly Davis' "Health and High Voltage," (2) Robert A. Goldwin's
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"Is It Enough to Roll with the Times?" (3) Clark E. Moustakas' "The 
Terror and Love in Loneliness," (4) Edwin Newman's "Perils of Polling,"
(5) Liane Ellison Norman’s "Pedestrian Students and High-Flying Squirrels,"
(6) Diana Robinson's "Recharging Yourself Through Meditation," and
(7) Frank Trippett's "The Great American Cooling Machine." Appendix A 
contains a list of the sources of these essays.
I analyzed the essays with two conflicting principles in mind: One,
I assumed that each theory could be applied to the paragraphs of a given 
essay. Two, I tried to express the reality of each paragraph, regardless 
of the theoretical assumptions I was seeking to apply. Since I assumed 
that the levels of abstraction remain constant, I attempted to make the 
analyses of each essay according to the three theorists reflect a con­
sistency in levels of abstraction. In some cases, however, such a con­
sistency was not possible. For example, with Becker's TRI pattern, the 
corresponding notations for Christensen's and Rodgers' theories are 
12 3, but with Becker's TI pattern, the notations for Christensen's 
and Rodgers' theories are 1 2; thus, with the two patterns, R equals 2, 
and I equals 2, due to the fact that Christensen and Rodgers number con­
secutively from the base of 1, no matter what the decreasing level of 
abstraction is in relation to another paragraph. Also, since Becker 
does not indicate what the levels of abstraction are for the PS pattern,
I indicated varying levels of abstraction for a given P and S by the 
notations for Christensen's and Rodgers' theories. Obviously, in a 
comparison of the levels of abstraction for any two given paragraphs, 
the hierarchies of abstraction prescribed by all three theories do not 
necessarily correspond to the absolute levels of abstraction. I should 
point out that I used Christensen's method of notation in the application 
of Rodgers' theory since in "The Stadium of Discourse" Rodgers adopts
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that method except in his use of a + rather than a 1 to indicate an 
accretion in relation to a 1, or topic.
In two instances, due to differences in the limitations of the 
three theories, I used the most inclusive categories possible. I in­
cluded all of the essays that fit my criteria for classical and ephem­
eral essays, regardless of their mode, because at the most inclusive 
level Rodgers has sought to describe all paragraphs, whereas Becker 
and Christensen have limited their theories to expository writing. 
Further, since modes of discourse are not scientifically defined, it is 
debatable in many cases as to whether an essay is primarily expository, 
descriptive-narrative, or argumentative. For example, Moustakas' essay, 
which is primarily narrative, is included in the "Cause and Effect" 
section of Subject and Strategy. I noted in my discussion of the find­
ings of the study (Chapter III) the mode as I see it both of the essay
as a whole and of individual passages in some cases. (2) I analyzed
the essays at the level of each independent clause of a compound sen­
tence and, in relevant cases, at the level of the phrase, again since 
Rodgers' more inclusive theory suggests such a procedure, whereas Becker' 
and Christensen's theories employ analysis at the sentence level.
The tables comprising Appendix B reflect the application of the
three theories to the essays. The text of an essay is indicated by the 
subject and verb of each independent clause and the initial words of 
each phrase, where relevant. In the first column of analysis, lexical 
transitions pertinent to Becker's theory are listed. In the second 
column is a notation reflecting Becker's basic patterns of paragraph 
structure. In the third column is a notation as to a shift or non-shift 
in the lexical equivalence class. In the fourth column is a notation as 
to a shift or non-shift in verb form, with both the third and fourth
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7columns applying to Becker's theory. In the fifth column is a notation 
reflecting Christensen's patterns of coordination and subordination.
In the sixth column is a notation reflecting Rodgers' stadia of discourse. 
The sixth column includes brackets to indicate the division of the dis­
course into stadia. In the last column is a notation as to the reason, 
either logical or secondary, for the change from one stadium to another 
in cases where a given stadium is not conterminous with one paragraph.
Within each column containing notations of the basic pattern of each 
theorist is a symbol at the beginning of each paragraph designating 
either the conformity or non-conformity of that paragraph to the basic 
pattern.
In order to maintain as much objectivity as possible, I made no 
tabulations of the frequencies of conformity and non-conformity of the 
three theories until after completing all of the analyses.
Appendix C contains sample analyses of paragraphs, according to the 
three theories, from the texts of a classical essay, Catton's "Grant and 
Lee: A Study in Contrasts," and an ephemeral essay, TrippetJtls "The 
Great American Cooling Machine."
In Appendix D are statistical tables presenting data in support of 
the findings of this study as follows:
I. A classification of paragraphs as conforming or non-conforming 
to the theories of Becker, Christensen, and Rodgers.
A. ' Numerical totals and percentages of conforming and non-
conforming paragraphs:
1. For each classical essay.
2. For all classical essays added together.
3. For each ephemeral essay.
4. For all ephemeral essays added together.
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85. For all classical and ephemeral essays added together.
B. A comparison of the totals, together with percentages of
conformity and non-conformity and results of the chi-square 
test for significance:
1. For the classical essays for all three theorists.
2. For the classical essays for Becker and Christensen only.
3. For the ephemeral essays for all three theorists.
4. For the ephemeral essays for Becker and Christensen only.
5. For the totals of classical and ephemeral essays for all 
three theorists.
6. For the totals of classical and ephemeral essays for 
Becker and Christensen only.
7. For the classical versus ephemeral essays for Becker.
8. For the classical versus ephemeral essays for Christensen.
II. Lexical equivalence classes— Two-by-two tables of the numerical
totals of shifts and non-shifts, either indicating new slots or 
paragraphs or not so indicating, together with the chi-square 
test for significance of each table:
A. For each classical essay.
B. For overall totals of the classical essays.
C. For each ephemeral essay.
D. For overall totals of the ephemeral essays.
III. Lexical equivalence classes— Overall numerical totals of the 
classical versus the ephemeral, essays, together with the chi- 
square test for significance, and overall totals and percentages 
of the classical plus ephemeral essays, together with the chi- 
square test for significance.
IV. Verb forms— Two-by-two tables of the numerical totals of shifts
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9and non-shifts, either indicating new slots or paragraphs or not 
so indicating, together with the chi-square test for significance 
of each table:
A. For each classical essay.
B. For overall totals of the classical essays.
C. For each ephemeral essay.
D. For overall totals of the ephemeral essays.
V. Verb forms— Overall numerical totals of the classical versus the 
ephemeral essays, together with the chi-square test for signifi­
cance, and overall totals and percentages of the classical plus 
ephemeral essays, together with the chi-square test for 
significance.
VI. Numerical totals for changes of slots and transitions at changes 
of slots for each classical and ephemeral essay, together with 
percentages of transitions at changes of slots for the total of 
the classical essays and for the total of the ephemeral essays, 
as well as overall totals and percentages for classical plus 
ephemeral essays.
VII. Numerical totals for continuations of slots and transitions at 
continuations of slots for each classical and ephemeral essay, 
together with percentages of transitions at continuations of 
slots for the total of the classical essays and for the total 
of the ephemeral essays, as well as overall totals and percent­
ages for classical plus ephemeral essays.
VIII. Numerical totals and percentages of topic sentences at the
beginnings of paragraphs and numerical totals and percentages 
of topics elsewhere or multiple topics for classical essays and 
for ephemeral essays.
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IX. Numerical totals of analytic sequences, synthetic sequences,
synthetic-analytic sequences, and all topic sequences for each 
classical and ephemeral essay, and overall totals and percent­
ages for classical essays and ephemeral essays.
X. Numerical totals of logical influences and secondary influences 
on paragraphing where a stadium is not conterminous with a 
given paragraph for each classical and ephemeral essay, and 
overall totals and percentages for classical essays and for 
ephemeral essays.
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THEORETICAL ASSUMPTIONS OF BECKER, CHRISTENSEN, AND RODGERS
In 1866, Alexander Bain wrote his English Composition and Rhetoric, 
it is said, because he was appointed to teach rhetoric and had no "ade­
quate textbook” for dealing with the faults he observed in his students' 
writing, though he had no idea that he would be setting precedents in 
principles of paragraphing for future years.'*' He identified some of 
the "'worst faults'" as "incoherence, irrelevancy, pointlessness, mean­
dering illogic," which he said could be avoided by "'confining . . .
2
each paragraph to a distinct topic.'"
In "Alexander Bain and the Rise of the Organic Paragraph," Paul C. 
Rodgers, Jr., draws the conclusion that "faults of disunity and incoher­
ence occurred much more frequently in student writing during the nine­
teenth century than they had previously," due to what L. A. Sherman 
called "'sentential simplification,'" an increasing "number of simple 
sentences" and reduced "predication" in "complex or compound sentences." 
The phenomenon of "half as many words" in a sentence as in "Shakespeare's 
day" occurred simultaneously with little change in the "number of words 
in the average paragraph." The result was that "it was easier to pre­
serve unity and coherence within the sentence," but it was harder to 
achieve unity and coherence in the paragraph because of, as John McElroy
has it, "the distance in thought between isolated sentences," the number
3
of which had greatly increased.
The statement about the increase in the number of simple sentences 
from one period to another sounds contemporary; composition teachers 
today would probably informally observe too that the number of words in 
the average paragraph continues to decrease as well. The question is
11
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how best to describe what structure professional writers utilize in 
forming their paragraphs if student writers are to be taught the princi­
ples of successful paragraphing.
Alexander Bain defined the paragraph as "'a collection of sentences 
with unity of purpose,' an integrated, rationalized system of predica­
tions which 'handles and exhausts a distinct topic.'" His ideas were 
accepted and reinforced after 1885 (when Bain had "come into his own") 
by writers on the paragraph such as John McElroy, John Genung, Barrett 
Wendell, Fred Scott and Joseph Denney, George R. Carpenter, Charles Sears 
Baldwin, John Earle, John Nichol, Adams Sherman Hill, and Edward E. Hale, 
Jr. "Later rhetoricians," so Paul C. Rodgers, Jr., says, "tinkered with 
the language of [Bain's] definition but without improving upon or sub­
stantially changing the original insight."^
Moreover, according to Rodgers, Bain's "six 'rules'" for paragraph 
structure, set forth in English Composition and Rhetoric, have dominated 
paragraph theory to the present, even though they were "ultimately reor­
ganized . . .  in the interests of simplicity." The first rule defined 
"coherence: 'the bearing of each sentence upon what precedes shall be 
explicit and unmistakable.'" The second rule advised using "parallel 
structure" "'when several sentences iterate or illustrate the same idea.'" 
The third rule stated that the topic sentence should come first in the 
paragraph unless the first sentence was introductory. The fourth rule 
stated that the sentences should be in "logical" order. The fifth rule 
defined unity as implying '"a definite purpose'" and forbade "'digres­
sions and irrelevant matter.'" The sixth rule defined "proportion" by 
stating that "'everything should have bulk and prominence according to 
its importance.'"^
One change in Bain's conception of the paragraph was the labeling
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by later theorists of one of the categories as "emphasis" instead of 
"proportion." Bain had discussed "sentence emphasis" but had not ex­
tended the concept of emphasis to the paragraph. In regard to the sen­
tence, Bain stated, "'As, in an army on the march, the fighting columns 
are placed front and rear, and the baggage in the centre, so the empha­
tic parts of a sentence should be found either in the beginning or the 
end, subordinate and matter-of-course expressions in the middle.'"^
Barrett Wendell extended the concept of "emphasis" to the paragraph, 
calling it "mass," based on his idea that "the beginning and the end, 
especially the end," of a paragraph were the most conspicuous parts and 
therefore should be reserved for the ideas the writer intended to 
emphasize. Wendell also considered "bulk treatment" emphatic due to its 
being conspicuous as well. George Carpenter named the combination of 
Bain's proportion and Wendell's mass "emphasis," the term along with 
"unity" and "coherence" that became fixed in the twentieth century.^
The term "organic paragraph," although not Bain's, was "anticipated" 
by Bain in his definitions of his six rules and in one of his "incidental 
remarks," cited by Rodgers: "'He that fully comprehends the method of a 
paragraph, will also comprehend the method of an entire work.'" Accord­
ing to Rodgers, this statement "may underlie [A. D.] Hepburn's exposition 
of the paragraph as 'a discourse in miniature'— a phrase later quoted
g
approvingly by [T.W.] Hunt, McElroy, Genung, and Scott and Denney."
Rodgers states that "although Bain did not apply the term 'organic' 
to the paragraph, his successors, from Hepburn on, frequently did":
"'Each sentence, each word,' wrote Scott and Denney in a typical passage, 
'is what it is and is where it is because it has a certain function to 
perform in the service of the whole. . . . The production, therefore, 
taken as a whole, has the effect of a symmetrically developed organism.'
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Moreover, it was argued, the sentence, paragraph, and full discourse,
g
each at its own level, exemplify identical organic principles."
Further, Bain anticipated the concept of the organic paragraph in 
deriving his ideas of paragraph structure from sentence structure, a 
conception continuing to the present, as in the recent theories of 
Becker and Christensen. Bain conceived of the structure of the para­
graph as different from the structure of the sentence only in that by 
isolating "predications in separate sentences," a writer may produce a 
lack of "continuity." After Bain, John Genung summarized the sentence- 
based concept of Bain by stating that a paragraph is "'virtually an 
expanded sentence.
Another of Bain's principles that has survived to the present, 
reiterated by Christensen, is that the topic sentence should come first 
in the paragraph. According to Rodgers, inductive analysis of para­
graphs produced evidence that "many obviously satisfactory paragraphs
ran afoul of Bain's dictum,"'^ a claim recently empirically substantiated
12by Richard Braddock. Bain had suggested that the topic sentence may 
come at the end of a paragraph, but Rodgers contends that Bain's "ap­
proval of the final position, in a comment buried in the fine print of
13a later chapter, has the earmarks of an inductive afterthought."
In summary, Bain's principles of paragraphing— unity, coherence,
and to a lesser extent proportion— have survived to the present in com- 
14position textbooks. Bain's principle of unity, "'which implies a defi­
nite purpose, and forbids digressions and irrelevant matter,'" his 
principle of coherence, that "'the bearing of each sentence upon what 
precedes shall be explicit and unmistakable,'" and his principle of 
proportion, "'that everything should have bulk and prominence according 
to its importance,'" have remained relatively unrefined since Bain's
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original prescription. Further, Bain’s advice that parallel structure 
should be used "'when several consecutive sentences iterate or illus­
trate the same idea’" and his advice that sentences should have logical 
order have been subsumed under coherence, and the principle that the 
topic sentence should come first in the paragraph unless the first 
sentence is introductory has generally been included in modem defini­
tions of unity.Thus, as Paul C. Rodgers, Jr., has stated, Alexander 
Bain has had the "responsibility for placing twentieth-century paragraph 
rhetoric in a deductive cage, from which it has yet to extricate itself.1
Taking Bain's theory of paragraph structure as the prototype, the 
modem paragraph theorists A. L. Becker, Francis Christensen, and Paul
C. Rodgers, Jr., have departed from that prototype significantly, Becker 
and Christensen in describing their more sophisticated conceptions of 
the internal structure of paragraphs and Rodgers in describing his con­
ception of paragraphs as they relate to the complete discourse.
In order to establish a common ground when comparing their theories
of the paragraph, one must assume a specialized definition of the form
of the paragraph. The Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics
offers this one: "In a broad sense, whatever in the makeup of an object
helps one to perceive it as a whole is its form."^ Even with such a
broad definition, certain stipulations must be made, since Becker and
Christensen perceive paragraphs basically as self-contained units with
perceivable structure, closer to the Bain tradition, whereas Rodgers
18conceives of paragraphs as a "gloss" upon the whole discourse. Thus,
to Becker and Christensen the paragraph's internal structure is what
"helps one to perceive it la paragraph] as a whole," whereas to Rodgers
19the purpose of the writer when he "elects to indent" is what "helps 
one to perceive it [a paragraph] as a whole." According to Rodgers,
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that indentation often represents external considerations interpretive
in nature in service of a larger whole. For Rodgers, the "stadium of 
20discourse," which can correspond to the boundaries of a paragraph,
though not necessarily, "correspond[s] to divisions in structure (i.e.,
21to identifiable stages in argument)." So, for Rodgers, a paragraph 
is not a whole by an inherent nature, but rather because the writer has 
chosen to designate it as a whole. Therefore, because of the three 
theorists' differing interpretations of the term structure, this stipu­
lated definition of form will be used as an inclusive term for discus­
sions of the three competing theories.
A basic distinction between the theories is that Becker's and
22Christensen's theories are differing "sentence-based" theories,
23whereas Rodgers' theory is a "discourse-centered" theory. Rodgers 
has criticized the theories of both Becker and Christensen for continu­
ing in the Bain tradition of viewing the paragraph as an "'expanded
sentence.'"^ in arguing for his own theory which he hopes "will com-
25prehend all paragraphs," Rodgers uses Christensen's own words to imply
that Christensen has continued in the Bain tradition and thus has not
been sufficiently innovative. From Christensen's "Generative Rhetoric
of the Paragraph," Rodgers quotes: "The paragraph has, or may have, a
structure as definable and traceable as that of the sentence and that
it can be analyzed in the same way. In fact . . .  I have come to see
that the parallel between sentence and paragraph is much closer than I
suspected, so close, indeed, that as Josephine Miles put it (in a letter)
..26
the paragraph seems to be only a macro-sentence or meta-sentence.
In his article in "Symposium on the Paragraph," Rodgers argues against 
Becker's theory on the same grounds, stating that "Becker seeks to 
analyze paragraphs 'by extending grammatical theories now used in
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analyzing and describing sentence structure.'" Rodgers concludes that 
"neither [Becker nor Christensen] persuades me to believe that his analy­
tic procedure, as formulated at present, is going to prove a great deal 
more effective in describing all paragraphs than were the efforts of
McElroy, Genung, Wendell and other nineteenth-century theorists who
27analogized on the basis of traditional grammar."
Christensen counters Rodgers' criticism by distinguishing between 
Barrett Wendell's, Alexander Bain’s and his own and Becker's analogies 
between the sentence and the paragraph. In Barrett Wendell's analogy,
"'a paragraph is to a sentence what a sentence is to a word. The princi­
ples which govern the arrangement of sentences in paragraphs, then, are 
identical with those that govern the arrangement of words in sentences.'" 
In Alexander Bain's analogy, according to Christensen, "the topic sen­
tence of a paragraph is to the supporting sentences what the subject of
28a sentence is to its predicate."
Christensen claims that his "sentence-based" analogy differs from 
Wendell's and Bain's analogies by being based on his idea of the "cumula­
tive" sentence, which is that "the topic sentence of a paragraph is to 
the supporting sentences what the base clause of a cumulative sentence 
is to its free modifiers." Thus, the paragraph may "have the form
12 2 2 etc. or 1 2 3 4 etc. or any combination of these coordinate and
29subordinate sequences."
Further, Christensen claims that "strong support" for his analogy 
derives from the "interchangeability" of coordinate and subordinate 
sentences in a sequence or of sentences and paragraphs, such as "sen­
tences that can be converted into paragraphs" by changing punctuation, 
"and vice versa," or "sentences that can be converted into paragraphs 
by converting their added levels back to the sentences from which
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
18
transformational grammar would derive them."30
With regard to Becker's analogy, Christensen contends that although
Becker derives his theory of the paragraph from tagmemic grammar, "the
analogy does not require that slots equivalent to those of the sentence
(subject, verb, complement, etc.) should appear in the paragraph." He
further states that Becker has applied to the paragraph only "methods
of partitioning developed for analyzing and describing sentences. The
slots, the paragraph-level tagmemes, must be discovered, independently
31of the sentence-level tagmemes."
The distinction between nineteenth-century theories and Christensen's
and Becker's theories of sentence-based paragraphs appears clearly drawn
in terms of different grammars of the sentence extended to the paragraph.
Christensen contends in his defense that "we must not be thrown off by
a semantic problem— by the number of different ways sentence may figure 
32in our analogies." The ultimate question is whether sentence-based or 
non-sentence-based paragraph theory must be an either/or proposition as 
tested in actual writing.
Rodgers, as noted earlier, defines his concept of paragraphing in 
terms of the structure of the whole discourse, rather than the structure 
of the paragraph. He seeks to include all paragraphs within his theore­
tical assumptions, whereas Becker and Christensen limit the application 
of their theories to expository paragraphs, a point of contention par­
ticularly between Becker and Rodgers.
Rodgers calls his basic unit of discourse a "stadium," "containing 
a single topic, together with any accrete extensions [at the same level 
of generality as the topic] or adjunctive support [at a lower level of 
generality than the topic]." He claims that "any stadium may become a 
paragraph, and many do. But a portion of a stadium may also become a
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good paragraph, providing that structural relationships remain clear;
and a group of stadia may become a paragraph, providing the resulting
33bundle of material constitutes an acceptable blend."
Moreover, he defines structure in psychological terms: "Paragraph 
structure is part and parcel of the structure of the discourse as a 
whole; a given stadium becomes a paragraph not by virtue of its struc­
ture but because the writer elects to indent, his indentation function­
ing, as does all punctuation, as a gloss upon the overall literary
34process under way at that point."
Becker counters Rodgers' definition with the assertion that
Rodgers, in his attempt to describe all paragraphs, cannot formally
describe any paragraph. Becker contends that Rodgers takes "a wave
view of the paragraph," seeing "nearly limitless variation." With such
a "wave view," Becker asserts, "one can never generalize," thus produc-
35ing a concept "limited" in usefulness.
Christensen, too, criticizes the limited usefulness of Rodgers' 
theory, particularly regarding its application in the classroom. 
Christensen, believing "sounder prescriptive standards" are needed in 
teaching, accuses Rodgers of evading or misinterpreting "the vexing 
problem of the relation between description and prescription." He 
states, "Rodgers has said that the Bain paragraph is deductive, that 
'deduction has failed to yield a fully satisfactory model of the para­
graph, ' and that 'the qualities of the paragraph can no more be grasped 
through a normative statement than can the qualities of discourse."1 
To Christensen, "the practical question is not description or prescrip­
tion but prescription based on induction or prescription based on 
, , . „36deduction.
Becker and Christensen agree, then, that the paragraph is
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sentence-based, although they approach the paragraph from the point of 
view of different grammars, Becker from tagmemic grammar, Christensen 
from his concept of the cumulative sentence. Rodgers, on the other hand 
departs from the sentence-based tradition and conceives a discourse- 
centered rhetoric of logical as well as secondary influences on 
paragraphing.
Whereas Rodgers seeks to describe all paragraphs, Becker and 
Christensen limit the application of their theories to discursive writ­
ing. Specifically, Christensen proposes "to deal only with the para­
graphs of discursive writing and to exclude from these the short
37introductory and transitional and concluding paragraphs." Becker
states that he "will discuss only the structure of expository paragraphs
He does say, however, that he uses the same "methods of analysis" for
"narrative, descriptive, and argumentative paragraphs." He further
states that "the grammatical markers of paragraph slots are nearly
38identical for all types of paragraphs." In addition, he says, "Narra­
tive, descriptive, and argumentative paragraphs frequently occur in 
expository works and sometimes combine with expository paragraphs to 
produce mixed patterns." He also identifies "minor paragraph forms" as
"transitional paragraphs or simple lists" and "'bad' paragraphs, like
39poorly constructed, confusing sentences." Becker is thus somewhat 
ambiguous in limiting his theory to expository paragraphs, for although 
he allows for "mixed patterns" with narrative, descriptive, and argumen­
tative paragraphs, he does not define those patterns. Rodgers, in con­
trast, argues "for a concept of the paragraph that will comprehend all
u ..40 paragraphs.
Aside from their differences, Becker, Christensen, and Rodgers all 
agree that discourse is characterized by movement from one level of
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abstraction to another. Becker's tagmemic patterns, Christensen's
patterns of coordination and subordination, and Rodgers' patterns of
accretions and adjuncts are all based on the premise that there is a
discrete variation of levels of abstraction within discourse.
Becker describes two basic paragraph patterns: the "T (topic),
41R (restriction), and I (illustration)" and the "P (problem) and S 
42(solution)." He states explicitly that the three slots of the TRI
pattern are filled by statements at different levels of abstraction:
"These three slots usually correspond to three levels of generality in
the paragraphs, and one of the signals of a new slot is a noticeable
43shift in level of generality." Although he does not treat levels of 
generality explicitly in discussing the PS pattern, he implicitly sug­
gests the same "three levels of generality," since "the S slot very
often has an internal structure of TRI (an example of embedding at the 
44paragraph level)."
Christensen discusses levels of abstraction in one principle 
underlying his rhetoric of the paragraph: "When sentences are added to 
develop a topic or subtopic, they are usually at a lower level of 
generality— usually, but not always, because sometimes an added sentence 
is more general than the one it is added to." He discusses levels of 
abstraction, implicitly, in his treatment of coordination and subordina­
tion, based on this principle. Generally, coordinate sentences are at 
the same level of abstraction, and generally, subordinate sentences are 
at lower levels of abstraction than the sentences to which they are 
subordinate.^
In "Symposium on the Paragraph," Christensen expands his discussion
of subordinate sentences as "usually, but not always" being "at a lower
46level of generality." He qualifies further his attempt to account
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for sentences at "succeeding levels" that are not "at a lower level of 
generality" by considering them to be "conclusions," "subtopic sentences," 
"exceptions to the principle," or "deduction!s] from" preceding 
sentences.
Rodgers treats levels of abstraction historically in terms of a
"horizontal image" and a "vertical image," elaborating on the "vertical
image" in terms of "analytic and synthetic" movement. He states, "The
late nineteenth century visualized discourse as a series of horizontal
'leaps and pauses,' a stream that 'shoots toward some point of interest,
eddies about it for a moment, then hurries on to another,' with the
paragraph indentations indicating successive conceptual leaps and 
48lingerings." Rodgers states that the "vertical image" has been added 
in the twentieth century: "In 1946 the late Wendell Johnson [in his 
reference to speaking] pointed out that when the mind is 'interested,' 
attention fluctuates vertically, up and down the abstraction ladder."
Rodgers then points out that "in 1964, John Lord applied Johnson's in­
sight to prose analysis, visualizing good writing as 'a constant weaving
up and down between the concrete and the abstract, as well as a constant
49forward movement from a beginning through a middle to an end."'
Rodgers characterizes "thought-movement" as "normally . . . synthetic," 
moving "upward from the particulars of experience to the high-level 
generalities of conceptual thought," and written movement as "usually" 
analytic, although he does find instances of synthetic movement in 
writing as well. "When we write," he says, "we usually proceed by analy­
sis, first stating the available generality, which stands first in con­
sciousness, and then recovering or discovering ('generating') a sufficient 
bulk of particulars to support it."^
Rodgers implicitly treats levels of abstraction in his discussion
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of "accretion," statements at approximately the same level of abstrac­
tion, and "adjunction," statements at a lower level of abstraction than 
a topic or a topic plus accretions. Accretions are statements added to 
an initial statement, "the resulting group entering into an intimate 
association in the reader's mind, making a sort of mental amalgam which 
serves (as Josephine Miles puts it) 'to share ideas that need blending.'" 
In the case of accretions, the added clauses cannot "be removed without 
disrupting the argument," whereas adjunctions which "support" a preced­
ing statement, conveying "information about it, occasioned by it, associ­
ated with it, . . . could be removed without disrupting the argument.""^
A survey of each of the three competing theories ideally takes into 
account the derivation and/or orientation of each theory, the centrality 
of levels of abstraction in each theory, and several significantly dif­
ferent concepts of each theorist of the form paragraphs take.
As stated earlier, Becker derives his theory of the structure of 
the paragraph from tagmemics. In his article "A Tagmemic Approach to 
Paragraph Analysis," he gives a description of tagmemics and then pro­
ceeds to extend it to the paragraph. He states, "In tagmemic theory, 
the central concept in the process of partitioning patterns is the 
tagmeme, which can be defined as the class of grammatical forms that 
function in a particular grammatical relationship." He explains that 
"another way of defining tagmemes might be to say that they are spots 
or slots in a system where substitution is possible, and they include 
both the functional spot or slot and the set of substitutable forms."
He then extends this concept to analysis of the paragraph, saying that 
"it gives us criteria for partitioning discourse in a significant w a y . " ^ 2  
Becker further derives his theory from his, Frank Koen's, and 
Richard E. Young's "experiments on paragraph recognition," the results
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substantiating for him that paragraphs have "grammatical as well as 
semantic structures." In these experiments, the finding was, basically, 
that, "given a discourse with all paragraph indentations removed, sub­
jects can restore them with a striking degree of agreement." The con­
clusion was that "paragraphs may be conventional rather than arbitrary 
units." In a later experiment, "all purely lexical cues" were removed 
from the "sample passages," the tests producing almost identical results. 
The modified conclusion, then, was that "paragraphs are grammatical as 
well as semantic structures.
Becker conceives of "two major patterns of paragraphing in exposi­
tory writing." The TRI pattern "has three functional slots, . . . T 
(topic), R (restriction), and I (illustration). In the T slot the topic 
is stated, in the R slot the topic is narrowed down or defined, and in
the I slot the topic, as restricted in R, is illustrated or described
at [a] lower level of generality." His elucidation is instructive:
Certain rhetorical types of sentences typically occur in 
certain slots. For instance, the T slot can be filled by a 
simple proposition, or a proposition implying a contrast, 
comparison, partition, etc. The R slot is frequently a re­
statement of T at a lower level of generality, a definition
of T or a term in T, a metaphoric restatement of T, etc.
The I slot can be filled by one more more examples (often in 
a narrative or descriptive pattern), an extended analogy, a 
series of specific comparisons, etc. For each slot there is 
a general function and a set of potential fillers. Each 
slot and its fillers constitute, therefore, a paragraph-level
tagmeme.5A
The PS pattern, he goes on to explain, "has two slots, . . . P 
(problem) and S (solution). The P slot, often in question form, is the 
statement of a problem or an effect which is to be explained, and the S 
slot states the solution or cause of P. If it is extended, the S slot 
very often has an internal structure of TRI (an example of embedding at 
the paragraph level)."5'’ Becker then defines four operations for
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varying these two patterns:
The variations of these two patterns (TRI and PS) can be 
seen as the results of four kinds of operations: deletion, 
reordering, addition, and combination. Slots may be deleted, 
especially the R slot— though this slot appears to be de­
leted more often in poor student paragraphs than in high 
quality expository writing. Frequently, especially at the 
beginnings and endings of essays, the pattern is reordered 
by inversion, e.g. TRI—*IRT. Inversion gives the paragraph 
a completeness or closure that is lacking in the more open- 
ended TRI order. . . . Another way of making a TRI paragraph 
less open-ended is by addition— for example, repeating the 
T slot at the end (e.g. T^RI-> T^RIT^ in which the fillers
of the two T slots are semantically equivalent). This ex­
panded form of the TRI pattern seems to occur most frequently 
when the discourse is complex or long and the reader is not 
likely to retain the controlling idea of the paragraph. And, 
finally, two paragraphs may be combined, especially when they 
are either contrastive or parallel semantically.56
For the two basic patterns, Becker considers the "formal signals of
[their] internal tagmemic structure" to be "combinations of graphic,
lexical, grammatical, and phonological ones." "The simplest of these," 
he states, "is the graphic marker, indentation, which, like the other 
punctuation marks, is related to all three linguistic hierarchies (i.e. 
lexical, grammatical, and phonological). Indentation sets off a unit 
which has a certain kind of internal structure allowable by the rules 
of the language, just as an independent clause is punctuated by a period 
or a period substitute.
Lexical markers, for Becker, are "equivalence classes or equiva­
lence chains" and "lexical transitions." He defines "lexical transi­
tions," a standard term in rhetoric, in relation to the slots of his 
tagmemic rhetoric. Some transitions are "closely associated with 
particular slots: slot I is often marked by for example, slot R by in
other words, etc. Lexical transitions may also signal continuation of
..58
a slot, e.g. such words as furthermore, likewise, or . . . then.
Becker, in defining "equivalence chains" (or "classes"), gives as
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"the simplest example . . . the relation between a pronoun and its 
reference." He shows that "in the sentence, ’John thought he was tired,
. . . 'John' and 'he' form a lexical equivalence chain whose domain is a 
single sentence." He illustrates a "weaker" relationship between 'John' 
and 'him' in the sentence, "'John thinks operas bored him.'" The rea­
son that the relationship is weaker is that the "grammatical function 
of the two members of the equivalence chain is different . . . and the 
verb form has changed." Becker states that "an equivalence chain may 
also include two nouns ('John is a doctor'), a noun and a noun phrase 
('John is the only one'), a moun and a clause ('Candy is what I like'),
etc. And the domain of an equivalence chain may extend over more than 
„59one sentence.
Becker extends his concept of "dominant" and "subordinate equiva­
lence chains" to paragraphs: "It seems very possible to me that in 
paragraphs there are usually dominant and subordinate equivalence chains 
and that the domain of the dominant chain is the entire paragraph, 
while subordinate chains have domains over parts of paragraphs. A para­
graph may then be seen as a series of sentences (or a single sentence) 
which focus by grammatical parallelism on one dominant equivalence 
chain. A shift in dominant equivalence chain, or even a shift in the
grammatical role of a dominant equivalence chain, seems to be an impor-
60tant signal of paragraph closure." He also says that "major changes 
in the grammatical roles of equivalence classes, especially the head 
classes, signal either new slots or new paragraphs." It should be 
noted that "equivalence chains" have both lexical and grammatical func-
i 61tions as markers.
"Verb sequences," for Becker, "are also important markers of para­
graph structure. A shift in verb form frequently marks a slot in
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a paragraph. Expanded verb forms (e.g. the 'progressive' and 'perfect'
forms) seem especially important in marking major shifts in focus in a
discourse, particularly in paragraphs, and shifts in tense likewise
62usually mark new paragraph slots."
Finally, Becker comments briefly on "phonological markers": "Para­
graph tagmemes seem to be marked by shifts in pitch register, tempo, 
and volume when paragraphs are read aloud. While these signals can be 
perceived by a trained phonetician, they have not been adequately de­
scribed in the laboratory, and their written counterparts have not been 
identified.
Christensen, who derives his theory of the structure of the para­
graph from his concept of the "cumulative" sentence, states that his 
principles for the rhetoric of the sentence also apply to the paragraph.
For Christensen, a cumulative sentence contains "sentence modifiers 
attached to a "base clause." Among them he includes "nonrestrictive 
(or additive) subordinate clauses of all sorts; and more sophisticated 
and with less predication, noun, verb, adjective, and adverb phrases (or 
clusters) and, still more sophisticated, absolute constructions." Such 
"sentence modifiers (or free modifiers)," Christensen states, "may be
placed, in relation to the base clause, in the initial, medial, or final 
..65position.
Christensen extends this concept of the "cumulative" sentence to 
the paragraph. He views the "topic sentence as parallel to the base 
clause of a sentence and the supporting sentences as parallel to the 
added single-word modifiers and clusters and subordinate and relative 
clauses." From this analogy he derives the following principles:
"(1) There could be no paragraphs without addition. (2) When a support­
ing sentence is added, both writer and reader must see the direction of
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modification or direction of movement. Discerning the direction is 
easier in the sentence because the sentence is self-contained and the 
elements added differ in form from the base clause. . . . (3) When 
sentences are added to develop a topic or subtopic, they are usually 
at a lower level of generality— usually, but not always, because some­
times an added sentence is more general than the one it is added to.
(4) Finally, the more sentences the writer adds, the denser the
- . «66 texture.
The paragraph Christensen defines as a "sequence of structurally 
related sentences," by which he means "a group of sentences related to 
one another by coordination and subordination. If the first sentence 
of a paragraph is the topic sentence, the second is quite likely to be 
a comment on it, a development of it, and therefore subordinate to it.
The third sentence may be coordinate with the second sentence (as in 
this paragraph) or subordinate to it. The fourth sentence may be coor­
dinate with either the second or third (or with both if they themselves 
are coordinate, as in this paragraph) or subordinate to the third.
And so on."^ He insists that "a sentence that merely restates another
68is on the same level with it," and adds, "A sentence that is not
coordinate with any sentence above it or subordinate to the next above
it, breaks the sequence. The paragraph has begun to drift from its
69moorings, or the writer has unwittingly begun a new paragraph."
Christensen declares that the topic sentence is "the top sentence 
of the sequence" and is "nearly always the first sentence of the se­
quence." "The topic sentence is comparable to the base clause of a 
cumulative sentence," being "the sentence on which other others depend." 
He designates it with a 1, and maintains that he has found no "clear-cut 
examples of topic sentences in the other theoretically possible positions
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From his concept of the "two-level and multilevel sentence,"
Christensen derives his idea of simple coordinate and simple subor­
dinate sequences in the paragraph. The "two-level sentence" and the 
"coordinate sequence paragraph" have the same pattern of 1 2 2 2 2, 
with the 2's being coordinate with each other and subordinate to the l7^
He notes an exception to his definition of a "simple" "coordinate
sequence," that being 12 3 3 3, with 2 being a wasted sentence before
72the writer "begins his enumeration." The "multilevel sentence" and
the "subordinate sequence paragraph" have the pattern of 1 2 3 4 5,
with each of the sentences following the 1 being subordinate to the
preceding sentence. Christensen notes that in coordinate sequences
"coordinate sentences employ the same method of development" (for
example, "results"), and in subordinate sequences subordinate sentences
73"employ a different method."
"The commonest sort" of sequence for Christensen is "the mixed se­
quence," either "based on [a] coordinate sequence" or "based on [a] 
subordinate sequence": "Simple sequences, especially coordinate ones, 
are not common. More often than not, subordinate sentences are added 
to add depth to coordinate sequences, and coordinate sentences are added 
to emphasize points made in subordinate sequences. The resulting mixed 
sequences reveal their origin as derived from either coordinate or 
subordinate sequences.One example of a "mixed sequence— based on 
coordinate sequence" has a pattern of 1 2 2 2 2 3 4 2 3 3  4.^ One 
example of a "mixed sequence— based on subordinate sequence" has a pat­
tern of 1 2 3 4 4 4 5 5  5.76
Christensen qualifies his strong statements on the topic sentence
as being "the top sentence of the sequence" and as being "nearly always
77the first sentence of the sequence" by stating that "some paragraphs
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78have no top, no topic, sentence." His tone is negative when he 
states that "sometimes the topic sentence is actually part of the pre­
ceding paragraph, arbitrarily and illogically separated." Thus, he 
seems, effectively, to admit the reality of such paragraphs without ap­
proving of them.^
In several other qualifications of his theory Christensen accounts 
for variations in his prescribed paragraph patterns. He allows for
introductory, transitional, and concluding sentences (designated by I,
8 0T, and C) that "do not belong to the sequence," as well as for 
"illogical" paragraphing and for several paragraphs that "can be ana­
lyzed as a single sequence." His example of an illogical paragraph, 
which he says may be a "compound" paragraph, has a pattern of 1 2 1 2
3 4 4. However, once again, his tone is negative, and it cannot be in-
81ferred that he approves of illogical paragraphing.
In another qualification, Christensen weakens considerably an 
emphatic assertion he has made about parallel structure. He stresses 
grammatical parallelism for coordinate sentences in a paragraph and 
grammatical difference for subordinate sentences in a paragraph, but 
then says that the sentences in a coordinate sequence "need only be 
like enough for a reader to place them." On the one hand he notes,
"Like things in like ways is one of the imperatives of discursive writ­
ing," but on the other hand says, "The coordinate sentences need not be 
identical in structure." In his example of a "coordinate sequence," 
Christensen includes two coordinate sentences, not grammatically paral­
lel: (1) "Samuel Johnson kept a Staffordshire burr in his speech all 
his life" (active voice, subject-verb-ob.ject), and (2) "Lincoln's 
vocabulary and his way of pronouncing certain words were sneered at by 
many better educated people at the time" (passive voice), "but he seemed
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to be able to use the English language as effectively as his critics"
82(subject-linking verb-adjective complement).
Rodgers breaks dramatically with the Bain tradition, conceiving of
the form of the paragraph in its relation to the discourse as a whole
rather than viewing it as a self-contained unit. He questions the basic
assumption of the traditional definition that "the paragraph is a group
of sentences which develops the single idea conveyed in its topic
sentence": "What . . .  is an 'idea'? Does a noun or noun phrase express
an idea, or must every idea by a proposition? Must the topic idea be
carried as the major predication of the topic sentence? If not, then
how does one distinguish topic material from its context? Can the
topic be merely suggested, as by a question or exclamation or negative
declaration or figure of speech, or must it be spelled out? If the
paragraph is a group of sentences, how small can the group be? Do two
sentences constitute a group? Does one? That is, can a paragraph
83properly be conterminous with its own topic sentence?"
According to Rodgers, "Bain and his immediate successors worked by 
deduction, first assuming a close organic parallel between sentence
84and paragraph and then apply traditional sentence-law to the paragraph."
Rodgers, however, asserts that "deduction has failed to yield a fully
85satisfactory model of the paragraph." By means of his questions, 
Rodgers emphasizes the conclusions derived from "inductive study of 
actual paragraphs": (1) A paragraph may have more than one "central 
topic idea." (2) The "development of the topic" may require more than 
one paragraph. (3) "The topic idea" may be expressed "in a minor seg­
ment of the sentence" or may be expressed in "several sentences" that 
"may be widely separated in the paragraph." (4) The topic sentence may 
be "'implied.'" (5) A paragraph may contain only one sentence, or a
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"sentence-series . . . can be subdivided into several paragraphs without 
loss of unity," or "a series of short paragraphs can be combined into a 
single unit." (6) There are "transitional, introductory, directive, 
summary, and concluding paragraphs" which "show little interest in ampli-
.p • *. i>86fying topics.
Rodgers formulates a rhetoric of the paragraph that takes into ac­
count these and other inductively derived conclusions. Defining the
paragraph in "non-structural terms," he conceives of structure as "a
87feature of discourse itself." For him, structure is "the web of 
argument, the pattern of thought-flow, the system of alliances and ten­
sions among associated statements." He states that "structure invari­
ably implies the presence of distinct rhetorical units," which he calls
"stadia of discourse," units which do not necessarily coincide with
88paragraph boundaries.
Moreover, Rodgers considers "the key to structural relationships 
. . . to lie in the psychology of literary intention." He asserts that 
there are "two distinct categories of statements, reflecting two differ­
ent motives: One group of statements conveys thoughts that are offered 
for their own sake, for their intrinsic value. These are the so-called 
topic statements. Statements in the second group serve a secondary 
purpose. They are set forth in order to justify or clarify or emphasize 
or in some way to heighten the probability that the reader will fully
understand and accept and remember other statements, notably the topic 
..89statements.
Accretion and adjunction (or sometimes adjunct) are the terms 
Rodgers uses for two kinds of statements that make up the second group.
To define these key terms, he distinguishes between simple and complex 
statements, "simple" and "complex" referring to semantic relationships,
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not syntactic ones. "A simple statement . . .  is a statement limited 
to a single independent clause, together with whatever modifying mate­
rial may be necessary or appropriate. Having recorded it, the writer is 
satisfied that he has expressed his whole thought. Most statements are 
of this type: one independent clause does the job." An accretion (or 
a complex statement) occurs when "a second clause may have to be added, 
and even a third, the resulting group entering into an intimate associa­
tion in the reader's mind, making a sort of mental amalgam which serves 
(as Josephine Miles puts it) 'to share ideas that need blending."'
Rodgers gives an example:
"There are nine and sixty ways," wrote Kipling, "of construct­
ing tribal lays." But his idea was not yet fully realized, so 
he added: "And every single one of them is right'" Here we 
have two independent clauses which together convey what Kipling 
obviously wants us to recognize as'a single idea. The clauses 
"blend" in the mind by a process which . . .  I shall label 
accretion. This is no mere adjunction of clauses, the sort of 
thing we find in the following:
There are nine and sixty ways of constructing 
tribal lays;
Twelve are found in Pakistan, the others in 
Bombay.
Here the clauses of the second line merely support the claim 
made in the first. They convey information about it, occasioned 
by it, associated with it, but they do not extend it in the 
same way that Kipling's second clause extends the first. They 
can be glanced at and forgotten, and could be removed without 
disrupting the argument. But both of Kipling's clauses have 
to stand. His idea requires both.^O
Although accretions follow the topic statement, "adjunctive support 
may either precede or follow the element it supports. When adjuncts fol­
low, as they normally do, we have what is commonly called 'analytic' 
movement; when they precede, the result is 'synthetic' movement. When a 
writer works by analysis, he says something and then supports it with 
other statements (adjuncts) that make it clearer and more acceptable and
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more memorable. . . .  In synthesis, the same sort of material I i.e., 
adjuncts] turns up, but it comes first, preparing the way for the base 
clause.
For Rodgers, the movement of thought or, as he says, the "identifi-
92able stages in argument" constitute the structure of discourse. He 
calls the divisions in structure "stadia of discourse," each unit, or 
stadium, "containing a single topic, together with any accrete exten­
sions or adjunctive support that may be present. . . . Any stadium may 
become a paragraph, and many do. But a portion of a stadium may also 
become a good paragraph, providing that structural relationships remain
clear; and a group of stadia may become a paragraph, providing the re-
93suiting bundle of material constitutes an acceptable blend."
In further developing his idea that paragraphs are not structural
units necessarily, but rather are set off due to the writer's "literary 
9 4
intention," Rodgers describes "secondary influences" on paragraphing:
The great majority of stadia of course are logical, whatever 
else they may be, but thought-movement submits to very flexi­
ble partitioning; hence the size of a given logical paragraph 
frequently reflects secondary influences. Often the physical 
aspect of the paragraph must be controlled, especially in 
publications using narrow-column format. The reader must not 
be put off unnecessarily by paragraphs that seem overly bulky, 
and therefore indigestible, or by a long succession of thin, 
apparently anemic units. On the other hand, the need for 
rhetorical emphasis may dictate either bulk treatment or iso­
lation of a short stadium in a paragraph of its own, and an 
impulse to vary paragraph length purely for variety's sake 
may have the same effect. To a lesser degree, patterns of 
prose rhythm may call for indentation; so, too, may abrupt 
shifts in tone or strictly formal considerations, as when 
paragraphs are paired off for contrast or comparison or knit 
into some larger pattern involving paragraphs as units.^
In "Symposium on the Paragraph," Becker, Christensen, and Rodgers 
argue for their respective positions, partly by restating and clarifying 
their positions and partly by attempting to refute the arguments of the 
competing theorists. In this refutation there are some points of
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contention that occur in two theorists' opposing the third theorist 
and other points of contention that occur in one theorist's response 
to another, based on the unique point of view of the arguing theorist.
One central point of Becker's theory that both Christensen and 
Rodgers attack is what they consider to be Becker's lack of a compre­
hensive taxonomy of paragraph patterns. Further, they both attack 
Becker's idea that paragraphs can be generated from the TRI and PS 
patterns and the patterns' variations— somewhat surprising for 
Christensen since he considers his own theory to be generative. An­
other surprising argument of Christensen is that "in Mr. Becker's ac­
count there is not really an analogy in methods but only a transfer 
of terminology from the sentence to the paragraph," an argument central 
to Rodgers' difference with both Becker and Christensen.^
Christensen contends that Becker's taxonomy is not comprehensive,
"even with deletion, reordering, addition, and combination," and 
further that "the terms seem . . . not to be really other than the
methods, so called, or paragraph development or support or expansion 
9 7
or amplification."
Rodgers echoes Christensen's complaint about an incomplete taxonomy
by pointing out that Becker, appearing to derive his theory from the
traditional methods of paragraph development descending from Bain, has
limited his theory to fewer methods of development than are traditional
by including more than one method in the same slot. Referring directly
to Becker's theory as presented in "A Tagmemic Approach to Paragraph
Analysis," Rodgers writes:
Its terms are very broad in reference, even more so than the 
names of the traditional methods of paragraph "amplification," 
from which they appear to derive. To cite an example, Becker 
says that in the R "slot" the topic idea, which previously 
has been broached in the T slot, undergoes "restriction";
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that is, it is "narrowed down or defined" (p. 238) or re­
stated at a lower level of generality (p. 239). Here, it 
seems to me, he is using the same symbol (R) to cover three 
different kinds of statement. If the topic is narrowed, the 
idea itself is cut down; the scope of the assertion is re­
stricted. If R contains a definition, then the topic is 
clarified, wholly or in part, and remains precisely what it 
was in T. If the idea is restated, it is clarified, but 
recast in the process, and therefore changed at least 
slightly. The topic also may be expanded by a sentence 
located in the R slot. It would hardly be appropriate to 
classify such a statement under the heading "restriction."
Rodgers also claims that "too many separate and distinct entities are
absorbed into I, S, and the other terms. At this level of abstraction,
99too little is communicated."
Another concept of Becker's theory which Christensen and Rodgers 
attack is Becker's assertion that paragraphs can be generated from the 
TRI and PS patterns and the patterns' variations. Christensen, although 
he does not mention the term "generation" in regard to Becker's slot- 
filler concept of the paragraph, does refer to the fact that the "slots 
or the slot fillers" in the paragraph patterns are not "definite and 
rigidly limited" as they are in the sentence, thus implying that the 
slot fillers cannot be generated in the same ways as in sentences. He 
says, "It seems to me that, within the narrow bounds of the sentence, 
tagmemic grammar is on firm ground. However complex our grammar, the 
slots and the slot fillers are definite and rigidly limited. We learn 
them when we learn to talk, and any departure from them is immediately 
noticeable, as in 'anyone lived in a little how town.' . . . We do not 
learn paragraph patterns, either the slots or the slot fillers, in the 
same way. With the paragraph we are on no such firm and limited ground." 
Further, Christensen admits a similar problem with trying to describe 
paragraphs using his own system of extending the concept of the cumula­
tive sentence to the paragraph. Regarding his two alternatives of
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coordination and subordination, he says, "These ought, logically, to be 
exhaustive; but often I am not sure that I can say of a given sentence 
that it is one or the other or, if it seems to be neither, pronounce 
confidently that the paragraph has begun to drift or that a new para­
graph has begun or that the paragraph is in this respect a bad paragraph.'
Rodgers attacks Becker’s idea of generation from his (Rodgers') per­
spective that the writer operates from "impulse and strategy" rather 
than from a slot-filler model that generates paragraphs: "Slots do not 
fill themselves, any more than sentences literally generate succeeding 
sentences. It seems to me that all such words must ultimately be under­
stood in terms of authorial impulse and strategy, and the channels in
which the mind typically moves, as well as by reference to linguistic 
,,101structures.
Rodgers further discusses the limitations of Becker's concept that 
the writer has preconceived patterns which he can manipulate through 
'"operations' of deletion, reordering, addition, and combination of 
components of the 'kernel' patterns." To Rodgers, a paragraph pattern 
"is just what it is," not an arbitrary pattern that the writer must 
slavishly follow or perform prescribed "operations" on to alter: "An 
IRT is an 1RT, not a TRI that someone has turned around. And the pat­
tern of a T^RIT^ paragraph is purely and simply T^RIT^ nothing has 
been expanded. . . .  So far as I can see, the metamorphosis of a para­
graph pattern [using Becker's operations] can be accomplished only by 
a rhetorician manipulating formulae in his notebook." Rodgers says 
that a writer makes separate, deliberate decisions that result in a 
given sequence of sentences being a paragraph, sometimes conforming to 
patterns such as Becker's TRI. Moreover, "none of the decisions occurs 
because the writer has to follow, or wants to follow, or even recognizes
37
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a pattern." Rodgers concludes that the writer's response "to certain re­
curring rhetorical and psychological situations in a fairly predictable way 
. . . accounts for the fact that certain sequences of types of stadia ap­
pear frequently. Cut there are as many paragraph patterns as there are 
paragraphs that are structurally distinct, a theoretically infinite
102number. And paragraph patterns are as stable as the printed page."
Christensen and Rodgers agree with some aspects of Becker’s theory.
Christensen praises Becker for "his analysis of four types of formal
markers of paragraph tagmemes," particularly for Becker's discussion of
"equivalence classes," a concept Christensen believes deserves further 
103research. Rodgers concurs with Becker's observation that the IRT
pattern produced by inversion describes the form of some actual paragraphs,
a pattern which Christensen does not recognize. The IRT pattern corre-
104sponds to Rodgers' "synthesis."
Rodgers perceives Becker as coming close to recognizing stadia of 
discourse without having a name for them except "'paragraph combination,'" 
a term Rodgers attacks since he believes whatever is indented is a para­
graph, not a combination of two or more paragraphs.Rodgers sees 
Christensen, too, as coming close to recognizing stadia of discourse, 
again without having a name for them, except for his references to 
"illogical" paragraphing or a "single sequence"'*'^  in a case in which 
the "topic sentence is actually part of the preceding paragraph."'*'^
Rodgers concludes that all three theorists recognize stadia but that
108
only he has made them central to his theory.
In discussing Christensen's theory, Rodgers discovers there what 
he considers an unrealized potential. He commends Christensen for sug­
gesting "realities in prose structure that no one has yet identified or 
named" inasmuch as he communicates "through pictures," referring to
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Christensen's "outlines" that identify coordinate and subordinate 
relationships in a paragraph. And he seems to approve of the fact that 
Christensen avoids the "traditional language" used to describe relation­
ships, such as topic plus illustration, result, and contrast. However,
Rodgers feels that Christensen "may run into trouble with certain kinds 
of styles":
His method seems best adapted to styles in which the writer 
maintains a fairly deliberate pace, buttressing his leading 
ideas with lower-level supporting material developed through 
a more or less extended sequence of sentences. There are, 
however, certain condensed, elliptical, "intuitive" styles
where defensible leaps in though*" occur between sentences,
within the paragraph, and much potential ancillary material 
is suppressed. Can he deal adequately with such hiatuses?
At the other extreme, how about expansive styles, where 
ample subordinate material exists but not in the form of 
separated, independent predications?109
Finally, Rodgers argues that Christensen's definitions of coordina­
tion and subordination are faulty, since, according to Rodgers, "except
for the topic sentence . . . all sentences are subordinate."'*'*'^  Rodgers
also denies the validity of Christensen's assertion that the topic 
generates the lower-level material. Rodgers contends that, psychologi­
cally, the lower-level material can generate the topic in a synthetic 
sequence, even though the lower-level material is subordinate to the
* • 111 topxc.
Analyzing Christensen's theory, Becker observes that "Christensen 
describes not limitless variation in the paragraph (wave perspective) 
but a range of variation explainable in terms of a larger pattern 
(field perspective)." Examples of this field perspective in terms of 
a range of variation include the qualifications Christensen makes to 
his basic theory, such as the statement that "sometimes the topic sen­
tence is actually part of the preceding paragraph." Becker perceives this
112field perspective as closer to his own than Rodgers' wave perspective.
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Moreover, Becker agrees with Christensen that most paragraphs
employ mixed patterns of development, which Becker himself accounts for
in terms of "reorderings, additions, deletions, and combinations of 
113simple patterns."
Becker claims that "close parallelism" is the only "specified rela­
tion" among sentences in Christensen's approach, agreeing that "parallel­
ism seems to be one of the strongest cohesive features," and citing his 
experiments substantiating that assumption. However, he qualifies his 
concession by saying that "it is not hard to find actual paragraphs in 
print with two closely parallel sentences separated by an indentation."
"A more important factor in paragraph structure than the relationship of 
sentences," Becker believes, is "the domains of lexical equivalence 
chains."^^^
In response to Rodgers, Becker, as noted earlier, criticizes him
as having a "wave view of the paragraph," Rodgers seeking to describe
"all paragraphs" and as a result, Becker says, not being able to
"generalize."^'’ Christensen, on the other hand, approves of Rodgers'
identification of "logical, physical, rhythmical, formal, tonal, and
XX6other rhetorical considerations" as reasons for indenting.
Also, Christensen contends that, within his concept of "a sequence 
of structurally related sentences," he has allowed for the following 
conditions that Rodgers considers characteristic of stadia: (1) "A 
sequence may be punctuated as a paragraph." (2) A sequence "may be 
divided into several" paragraphs (a condition presented negatively by 
Christensen as being "illogical"). (3) A paragraph may have "more than 
one sequence" (a condition presented negatively by Christensen as being 
"illogical"). Christensen concludes that the only condition he has not 
allowed for that Rodgers has is that "a paragraph may start or end in
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the midst of a stadium or a stadium may start or end in the midst of a 
paragraph.
In conclusion, one can observe that despite many differences, Becker, 
Christensen, and Rodgers have all moved together beyond the Bain tradi­
tion to develop more sophisticated theories of the paragraph.
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FINDINGS OF THE STUDY
The findings chapter is divided into four sections. The first 
section presents a statistical summary showing the applicability of 
the components of Becker's, Christensen's, and Rodgers' theories to 
paragraphs in the classical and ephemeral essays. (For a complete 
statistical analysis, see Appendix D.) The second section is an ex­
planation of the paragraphs' conformity and non-conformity to Becker's 
theory. The third section is an explanation of the paragraphs' con­
formity and non-conformity to Christensen's theory and a comparison 
of the findings of the Christensen analysis with the findings of the 
Becker analysis. The fourth section is a justification of the finding 
of 100% conformity of the paragraphs to Rodgers' theory. (For a com­
plete application of the three theories to the essays, see Appendix B.
For a sample of the analyses of paragraphs, according to the three 
theories, from the texts of a classical essay, Catton's "Grant and Lee:
A Study in Contrasts," and an ephemeral essay, Trippett's "The Great 
American Cooling Machine," see Appendix C.)
Assuming the level of abstraction to be a constant, I have analyzed 
the seven classical essays and the seven ephemeral essays by applying 
Becker's, Christensen's, and Rodgers' theories in such a way that the 
application of all three theories is consistent with what I perceive 
to be the level of abstraction in each independent clause and in some 
cases each phrase of the fourteen essays. I have then tabulated the 
frequency of paragraphs conforming and not conforming to the patterns 
set forth in each theory, thus comparing the relative effectiveness of 
each theory in explaining the form of paragraphs in my sample of fourteen
42
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essays, as well as the relative effectiveness of each theory in ex­
plaining paragraph forms in the classical versus the ephemeral essays. 
Further, I have tabulated the frequencies of the following devices in 
an effort to show the relative effectiveness of important secondary 
points of each theory: (1) shifts in equivalence classes to signal new 
slots or paragraphs and non-shifts in those classes when a slot is con­
tinued, (2) shifts in verb forms to signal new slots or new paragraphs 
and non-shifts in verbs when a slot is continued, (3) lexical transi­
tions at changes of slots or paragraphs and transitional expressions 
when a slot is continued, (4) topic sentences at the beginning of para­
graphs, (5) analytic versus synthetic paragraphs, and (6) logical versus 
secondary influences on paragraphing within sequences of multiple para­
graphs within one stadium of discourse. The chi-square test for sta­
tistical significance of the findings has been performed in appropriate 
cases.
Statistical Summary
In terms of the overall effectiveness of the three theories in 
this sample, Becker's theory works 32.8% of the time, Christensen's 
30.8% of the time, and Rodgers' 100% of the time. The differences, as 
follows, are statistically significant at the .01 level, meaning that 
they could occur by chance only one time in 100 tests. The results 
are largely influenced by the great difference in effectiveness of 
Rodgers' theory versus the effectiveness of both Becker's and 
Christensen's theories: (1) Becker— conforming paragraphs=101, non- 
conforming paragraphs=207; (2) Christensen— conforming paragraphs=95, 
non-conforming paragraphs=213; (3) Rodgers— conforming paragraphs=308, 
non-conforming paragraphs=0. In a comparison of Becker's and
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Christensen's degree of effectiveness overall, the differences are not 
statistically significant.
It should be noted that in determining the conformity or non-conformity
of paragraphs, I considered as many as five T's at the beginning of a
paragraph as conforming to Becker’s theory, since Becker does not limit
the number of T's at the beginning of a pattern;^ I considered two
closely related l's at the beginning of a paragraph as conforming to
Christensen's theory, since Christensen's analysis is restricted to the 
2
sentence level; thus I have allowed for two independent clauses either 
joined in one sentence or so closely related that they could have been 
one sentence.
In terms of the relative effectiveness of the three theories in 
explaining the form of paragraphs in the classical essays versus the 
ephemeral essays, Becker's theory works 32.9% of the time applied to 
the classical essays and 32.6% cf the time applied to the ephemeral es­
says with no statistical significance to the difference. Christensen's 
theory works 24.1% of the time applied to the classical essays and 
39.1% of the time applied to the ephemeral essays, a difference which 
is statistically significant at the .01 level. Rodgers' theory works 
100% of the time applied to the classical essays and 100% of the time 
applied to the ephemeral essays. The differences numerically are as 
follows: (1) Becker— classical— conforming paragraphs=56, non-conforming 
paragraphs=114; ephemeral— conforming paragraphs=45, non-conforming 
paragraphs=93; (2) Christensen— classical— conforming paragraphs=41, 
non-conforming paragraphs=129; ephemeral— conforming paragraphs=54, non- 
conforming paragraphs=84; (3) Rodgers— classical— conforming paragraphs=
170, non-conforming paragraphs=0; ephemeral— conforming paragraphs=138; 
non-conforming paragraphs=0. The difference between the results of
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the analysis according to Becker and the results of the analysis accord­
ing to Christensen of the ephemeral essays is not statistically significant.
The conclusion that can be drawn from these statistics is that 
Becker's and Christensen's theories are basically inadequate to explain 
the form of paragraphs within the sample, but that Rodgers' theory is 
adequate to explain the form of the same paragraphs.
In terms of the effectiveness of Becker's theory that shifts in
equivalence classes signal new slots or new paragraphs and of the impli-
3
cation that equivalence classes do not shift within a given slot, the 
overall totals of applications of this theory to both classical and 
ephemeral essays are 878 (51.1%) for shifts indicating new slots or 
paragraphs, 839 (48.9%) for shifts not indicating new slots or paragraphs,
133 (31.0%) for non-shifts indicating a new slot, and 296 (69.0%) for 
non-shifts indicating a continuation of a lot. In a two-by-two table 
of these variations, the findings are statistically significant at the 
.01 level, largely influenced by the high number of non-shifts indicating 
a continuation of a slot. The differences between the findings for the 
classical and for the ephemeral essays are as follows: (1) classical—
547 (52.2%) for shifts indicating new slots or paragraphs, 500 (47.8%) 
for shifts not indicating new slots or paragraphs, 73 (29.3%) for non­
shifts indicating a new slot or paragraph, and 176 (70.7%) for non-shifts 
indicating a continuation of a slot; (2) ephemeral— 331 (49.4%) for 
shifts indicating new slots or paragraphs, 339 (50.6%) for shifts not 
indicating new slots or paragraphs, 60 (33.3%) for non-shifts indicating 
a new slot, and 120 (66.7%) for non-shifts indicating a continuation of 
a slot. There is no statistical significance in comparing the findings 
for the classical and for the ephemeral essays.
The percentages for the shifts indicating new slots or paragraphs
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and for the shifts not indicating new slots or paragraphs are so close 
as to indicate almost a 50/50 chance of occurrence. This near equiva­
lence seems to warrant the conclusion that the main point of Becker's 
theory with regard to equivalence classes (that shifts in equivalence 
classes signal new slots or paragraphs) is not substantially supported. 
Furthermore, the highest percentage of agreement with Becker's theory 
is with a tangential implication that non-shifts in equivalence classes 
indicate a continuation of a slot.
In terms of the effectiveness of Becker's theory that shifts in
verb form indicate new slots or new paragraphs and of the implication
4
that verb forms do not shift within a given slot, the overall totals 
of applications of this theory to both classical and ephemeral essays 
are 573 (51.8%) for shifts indicating new slots or paragraphs, 533 
(48.2%) for shifts rot indicating new slots or paragraphs, 430 (40.8%) 
for non-shifts indicating new slots, and 623 (59.2%) for non-shifts in­
dicating a continuation of a slot. In a two-by-two table of these 
variations, the findings are statistically significant at the .01 level, 
largely influenced by the high number of non-shifts indicating a continua­
tion of a slot. The differences between the findings for the classical 
and for the ephemeral essays are as follows: (1) classical— 352 (53.3%) 
for shifts indicating new slots or paragraphs, 309 (46.8%) for shifts 
not indicating new slots or paragraphs, 264 (40.9%) for non-shifts 
indicating a new slot or paragraph, and 381 (59.1%) for non-shifts 
indicating a continuation of slot; (2)- ephemeral— 221 (49.7%) for shifts 
indicating new slots or paragraphs, 224 (50.3%) for shifts not indicating 
new slots or paragraphs, 166 (40.7%) for non-shifts indicating a new 
slot or paragraph, and 242 (59.3%) for non-shifts indicating a continua­
tion of a slot. In a comparison of the findings for the classical and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
47
for the ephemeral essays, the differences are not statistically 
significant•
The percentages for shifts indicating new slots or paragraphs and 
for shifts not indicating new slots er paragraphs are so close as to 
indicate almost a 50/50 chance of occurrence. This near equivalence 
seems to warrant the conclusion that the main point of Becker's theory 
with regard to verb forms (that shifts in verb forms signal new slots 
or paragraphs) is not substantially supported. Furthermore, the high­
est percentage of agreement with Becker's theory is with a tangential 
implication that non-shifts in verb forms indicate a continuation of a 
slot.
In terms of the effectiveness of Becker's theory that lexical 
transitions occur both at changes of slots and at continuations of slots,^  
the following are ;the findings: (1) transitions at changes of slot in 
classical— 94 (13.5%) out of 696 changes of slot, in ephemeral— 40 (9.9%) 
out of 403 changes of slot; total for classical and ephemeral— 134 
(12.2%) out of 1099 changes of slot; (2) transitions at continuations of 
slot in classical— 193 (28.6%) out of 675 continuations of slot, in 
ephemeral— 102 (21.7%) out of 469 continuations of slot; total for 
classical and ephemeral— 295 (25.8%) out of 1144 continuations of slot.
The conclusion that can be drawn from these statistics is that 
lexical transitions are rather infrequently used. The percentage would 
be further reduced if instances of the coordinating conjunction and, 
technically lexical but inherently structural as well, were not counted.
The findings concerning the accuracy of Christensen's contention 
that the "topic sentence is nearly always the first sentence of the
C.
sequence" are as follows: (1) classical— topic sentence at the begin­
ning only, and at the beginning and middle, and at the beginning and end,
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and at the beginning, middle, and end 89 (52.4%), topic sentence elsewhere 
or multiple topics 81 (47.6%); (2) ephemeral— topic sentence at the begin­
ning, and at the beginning and middle, and at the beginning and end, and 
at the beginning, middle, and end 66 (47.8%), topic sentence elsewhere or 
multiple topics 72 (52.2%). The percentage of the accuracy of Christensen's 
contention is further reduced if the application of the theory is restricted 
to considering the topic sentence at the beginning only: (1) classical—  
topic sentence at the beginning only 50 (29.4%), topic sentence elsewhere 
120 (70.6%); (2) ephemeral— topic sentence at the beginning only 48 
(34.8%), topic sentence elsewhere 90 (65.2%). Christensen's contention 
is thus unsubstantiated by these statistics.
Concerning the accuracy of Rodgers' contention that "synthesis does 
occur . . . often enough to warrant attention," though "most writers,
most of the time, do proceed by analysis,"^ the following are the find­
ings: (1) classical— analytic paragraphs 115 (76.8%), synthetic 11 
(7.5%), synthetic and analytic 9 (6.2%), and all topics 11 (7.5%);
(2) ephemeral— analytic paragraphs 95 (7 6.6%), synthetic 13 (10.5%), 
synthetic and analytic 5 (4.0%), and all topics 12 (10.5%). Rodgers' 
claim seems to be substantiated by these statistics.
As for the accuracy of Rodgers' contention that although "the
great majority of stadia are logical," a writer may choose to indent for
Q
"secondary" reasons, the following are the findings for "logical" 
versus "secondary" influences on paragraphing within sequences of multi­
ple paragraphs within one stadium of discourse and within sequences of 
multiple stadia within one paragraph: (1) classical— logical 76 (92.7%), 
secondary 6 (7.3%); (2) ephemeral— logical 55 (98.2%), secondary 1 
(1.8%). In the sample, the "secondary" influences on paragraphing 
appear to be negligible.
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Becker Analysis
Becker explicitly limits the application of his theory to ex­
pository paragraphs. For this reason, it is somewhat surprising that 
the two classical essays for which his theory works best in terms of 
paragraph structure are "Courtship Through the Ages" by Thurber (50% 
conformity) and "Here Is New York" by White (48% conformity) . Both of 
these are personal essays with intrinsic value, though the intentions 
differ: Thurber's is humorous and White's explanatory. Further, both 
have a substantial number of narrative-descriptive passages, seeming to 
belie the relatively high degree of conformity to Becker's theory.
However, with closer observation, one can see that many of the 
narrative-descriptive passages, obviously at a low level of abstraction, 
conform to Becker's theory in the following ways: paragraphs introduced 
with a topic and restriction (TRI— see White, paragraphs 2, 3, 5, 13,
32, 33) or with only a topic (TI— see White, paragraphs 3, 11, 12, 19, 
20, 22, 31); paragraphs concluded with a topic (IT— see White, para­
graphs 24 and 25) or introduced and concluded with a topic, the topics
q
being "semantically equivalent" (T^RIT^ or — see Thurber, para­
graphs 4 and 5; White, paragraphs 14 and 23); or combination paragraphs, 
combining one or more of the above patterns (see Thurber, paragraphs 
7 and 8; White, paragraphs 9, 15, 21, 26, 27, 28). It is noteworthy 
that Becker states that the R slot "appears to be deleted more often 
in poor student paragraphs than in high quality expository writing,"^ 
thus leading one to consider the high level of conformity of the White 
essay diminished in effect due to the fact that seven of the conforming 
paragraphs follow the TI pattern.
In the Thurber essay, the non-conforming paragraphs occur for two
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reasons: (1) There are high levels of abstraction unaccounted for by
Becker's theory (PSTT in paragraph 1; 3 T's at the end of paragraph 2,
T's which provide the topics for paragraph 3). (2) There is a recurring
11restriction-illustration pattern (RIR) in paragraph 6 without separate 
topics for each restriction-illustration. A further deviation from 
Becker's theory is the presence of I^ 's and representing increas­
ingly lower levels of abstraction than the I's, a recurring feature of 
many of the essays.
In the White essay, the non-conforming paragraphs occur for three 
reasons: (1) There are high levels of abstraction unaccounted for by 
Becker's theory. (2) The fluctuations in the abstraction level are 
unaccounted for in the rigid TRI pattern even with the allowance for 
the four operations for varying the pattern. (3) The extended pattern 
with one main topic for paragraphs 33 through 44 is unaccounted for 
due primarily to Becker's considering each paragraph as virtually a 
self-contained unit.
Examples in the White essay of the non-conformity due to high levels 
of abstraction include paragraph 1 with no illustration for the topic- 
restriction, paragraphs 6 and 7 which taken together are RT, paragraph 
45 with all T's, and paragraph 46 which ends with two T's not "seman­
tically equivalent" to the T preceding it. Examples of non-conformity 
due to fluctuations in the abstraction level include paragraphs 8 and 
17 with a TIR pattern, paragraphs 10 and 29 with TRIRI pattern, para­
graph 16 TIT with concluding T not being "semantically equivalent" to 
any other topic in the paragraph, and paragraph 18 with interrupting 
related T's, concluded with TR.
Eiseley's "Science and the Unexpected Universe" is not so surpris­
ingly in third place since it is primarily expository, although the
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low percentage of its conformity to Becker's theory is due principally 
to three features of the essay: (1) There is a long narrative sequence 
(paragraphs 1 through 12) mostly at a low level of abstraction at the 
beginning of the essay with one main topic in paragraph 1, followed by 
an interrupting topic in paragraph 2 and another in paragraph 11 which 
ends with an inverted PS-»SP. (2) There is the high level of abstrac­
tion with which Eiseley presents his ideas, resulting in a number of 
paragraphs with few illustrations and multiple topics and restrictions 
and several paragraphs with all topics. (3) There are fluctuations in 
the level of abstraction in several paragraphs.
Examples of the non-conformity due to high levels of abstraction 
are paragraphs with topics and restrictions without illustrations at 
some point in the paragraph (paragraphs 18, 23, 25, 41, 45, 47), para­
graphs with all topics or over five topics followed by illustration 
(paragraphs 16, 29, 31, 32, 35, 46), and paragraph 13 with a problem 
at the end with no solution following. Examples of non-conformity due 
to fluctuations in the level of abstraction include paragraphs with 
TRIT with the second T not "semantically equivalent" (paragraphs 15,
19, 30), paragraphs without separate topics for each restriction- 
illustration or with just restrictions following the illustrations 
(paragraphs 26, 37, 39), and paragraph 27 with an RIRT pattern.
The conforming paragraphs have the TRI pattern (paragraphs 14 and 
38), the TI pattern (paragraphs 1, 17, 28, 34, 36, 42), the T^RIT^ or 
T1IT1 Pattern (paragraphs 21 and 22), the PS pattern (paragraphs 40 
and 43), or are combination paragraphs (paragraphs 20, 24, 33, 44).
The fourth place essay, Twain's "Two Ways of Seeing a River," 
has, among the classical essays, a relatively high degree of conformity 
to Becker's theory, despite the fact that it is primarily
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descriptive-narrative. The significance of its degree of conformity, 
however, is not as great as the percentage would indicate due to the 
fact that it contains only three paragraphs.
The conforming paragraph (paragraph 1) is a combination paragraph 
(TRITI) with the first illustration at a higher level of abstraction than 
the subsequent illustrations under the T of the TI sequence. This dif­
ference in level of abstraction of the same designated slots in differ­
ent paragraphs is unaccounted for by Becker's theory. The reason for 
the conformity of this descriptive-narrative paragraph is that Twain is 
making a point about the material described in the sequence.
The two non-conforming paragraphs (paragraphs 2 and 3) resemble 
combination paragraphs except that in the first part of each one the I 
slot is missing from the expected TRI pattern.
The high degree of non-conformity in Catton's "Grant and Lee: A 
Study in Contrasts" is surprising since it is almost pure exposition.
The non-conformity, however, occurs for several reasons: (1) A high 
level of abstraction is maintained throughout several of the paragraphs 
with patterns of all T's (paragraphs 1, 3, 4) and TR's without I's or 
combinations thereof (paragraphs 5, 6, 7, 13). (2) There is a fluctua­
tion in the abstraction level in paragraph 2 (TIT with the concluding 
T not being "semantically equivalent" to the first T). (3) There is a
recurring restriction-illustration in paragraph 12 (TRIRT). (4) One
sequence of parts of four paragraphs has the topic for the entire se­
quence in the first paragraphs followed by lower level material in the 
other paragraphs (paragraph 13 through the first three sentences of 16).
The conforming paragraphs exhibit the basic TRI pattern (paragraphs 
8, 9, 10, 11).
The high degree of non-conformity in Swift's "A Modest Proposal"
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could be expected from the fact that Becker excludes argumentative 
paragraphs from his theory. Although Swift obviously is being satiric, 
he nonetheless couches his ironic proposals in classical argumentative 
form. The non-conformity principally arises from the fact that Becker's 
theory does not account for multiple paragraphs with one main topic in 
the first paragraph and lower level material in succeeding paragraphs.
There are two extended sequences with this pattern (proposal— paragraphs 
8 through 16 and advantages to the proposal— paragraphs 20 through 26).
Even the first paragraphs of each sequence are non-conforming due to 
the fact that each of them contains only a topic. Shorter sequences 
reflecting the same type of non-conformity include paragraphs 1 and 2,
6 and 7 (with 6 having one T for I's preceding and following it), 
paragraphs 17 and 18 (with 17 conforming to a TIT pattern which con­
tinues into 18), and paragraphs 27 and 28 (with 27 conforming to a TRI 
pattern). Another reason for the non-conformity is the high level of 
abstraction as in paragraphs 3, 5, and 30 containing only T or T's, in 
addition to paragraphs 8 and 20 mentioned above. A third reason for 
the non-conformity is the fluctuation of the abstraction level as in 
paragraph 19 which has a TIT pattern with the concluding T not "seman­
tically equivalent."
The conforming paragraphs have the basic TRI pattern (paragraphs 
27 and 31), the TI pattern (paragraph 33), the T^IT^ pattern with the 
concluding T "semantically equivalent" to the first T (paragraph 4), 
or are combination paragraphs (paragraphs 17, 29, 32).
In some ways it is surprising that Orwell's "Politics and the 
English Language" has the highest degree of non-conformity to Becker's 
theory among the classical essays since it is basically expository in 
nature with an underlying argumentative intention. However, as with
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Swift, some of the non-conforming paragraphs are included within ex­
tended sequences with the topic in the first paragraph of the sequence, 
followed by lower level material (paragraphs 11, beginning with the 
last sentence, through 16; paragraph 17, beginning with the last sen­
tence, through 18). Another cause for the non-conformity is that one 
feature of Orwell's style produces patterns unaccounted for by Becker. 
That is, Orwell frequently embeds illustrations within restrictions 
RIRIR (paragraphs 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 18, 19). Yet 
another feature producing non-conformity is the presence of high levels 
of abstraction within paragraphs without illustrations TR (paragraphs 
1, 3, 4). One further deviation from Becker's theory is the presence 
of R2 ’s in the paragraph 4, independent clauses still at too high a 
level of abstraction to be considered I's, but at a distinctly lower 
level of generality than the R's in that paragraph.
Of the two conforming paragraphs in the Orwell essay, paragraph 9 
follows the TRI pattern, and paragraph 2 is a combination paragraph 
(TITI).
From the standard expository form of Kelly Davis' "Health and High 
Voltage," notwithstanding its argumentative intention, one could expect 
its high degree of conformity to Becker's theory. Its conformity (64%) 
is significantly higher than that of any of the other ephemeral essays, 
as well as that of any of the classical essays. The greatest number 
of conforming paragraphs exhibit the TI pattern (paragraphs 1, 5, 7, 9, 
10, 11, 16, 20, 21, 25, 26, 27). It is noteworthy that Becker states 
that the R slot "appears to be deleted more often in poor student para­
graphs than in high quality expository writing," thus leading one to 
consider even the high level of conformity in Davis' essay diminished 
in effect by Becker's comment. Only paragraph 2 follows the TRI pattern.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
55
There is one IT pattern (paragraph 28). The rest of the conforming 
paragraphs are combination paragraphs (paragraphs 3, 6, 12, 13).
Again, the non-conforming paragraphs in many cases result from 
Becker's considering the paragraph virtually self-contained, since two 
of his patterns extend over more than one paragraph (paragraph 13, a 
conforming one beginning with PS, through S's cf paragraphs 14 and 15; 
paragraph 18 with ITI, unaccounted for by Becker, through I's of 
paragraph 19). Paragraph 4 shows a fluctuation in the abstraction 
level with a TIT pattern, the final T not "semantically equivalent" to 
the first T. Paragraphs 8 and 24 contain only T's, and paragraph 22 
contains only P's showing a high level of abstraction. Paragraph 17 
has an implied topic, unaccounted for in Becker's theory. Paragraph 
23 has an SP pattern, an inversion unaccounted for in Becker's theory.
It could also be expected that Frank Trippett's basic exposition 
in "The Great American Cooling Machine" would result in the relatively 
high degree of conformity with Becker's theory that it has, although 
its second place rank among ephemeral essays must be qualified, as with 
the Davis essay, since most of the conforming paragraphs follow the TI 
pattern (paragraphs 2, 3, 8, 9). Only paragraph 1 follows the basic 
TRI pattern.
Several of the non-conforming paragraphs are at a high level of 
abstraction (all T in paragraph 5; RT in paragraph 7; TR in paragraph 11). 
Some paragraphs show fluctuation in the abstraction level (TIT pattern 
with the final T not "semantically equivalent" in paragraphs 4 and 12; 
alternating R's and I's with only one T in paragraph 6). In paragraph 
10, which looks like a combination paragraph (TITIT), the last T is 
the topic for the next paragraph.
Considering the meditative nature and the relatively high incidence
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of narration in Liane Ellison Norman's "Pedestrian Students and High- 
Flying Squirrels," one might not expect it to rank high in conformity 
among the ephemeral essays. It is perhaps more surprising that most 
of the conforming paragraphs are narrative in nature with a point 
being made about the narrative sequence either at the beginning or end 
(TI in paragraphs 1, 2, 16; IT in paragraph 9). Paragraph 13 follows 
the IT pattern, though it is not narrative, and paragraph 17 follows 
the T^ITl Pattern with the final T being "semantically equivalent" to 
the first T.
Several of the non-conforming paragraphs are again at a high level 
of abstraction (TPI in paragraph 4; SII in paragraph 5; TI, five topics, 
followed by two illustrations, in paragraph 8; TRT in paragraph 11; P 
in paragraph 14; STR in paragraph 15). Among these paragraphs at a 
high level of abstraction, further non-conformity is effected by some 
of them being part of multiple paragraph sequences: the first topic of 
paragraph 8 is the topic for the illustrations of paragraph 7; the last 
topic of paragraph 11 is the topic for the illustrations of paragraph 
12; the P of paragraph 14 is followed by the S in 15, all of 14 and 15 
being one unit. Fluctuations in the abstraction level are evident in 
paragraph 3 (TIR) and paragraph 6 (TRIR). Paragraph 10 is particularly 
unusual, following a TITRPST pattern. It is generally noteworthy that 
this essay is unconventional in its organization, probably resulting 
from its meditative nature.
The relatively low degree of conformity of Edwin Newman's "Perils 
of Polling" could be expected from its argumentative nature. Its non­
conformity occurs for some of the recurring reasons: (1) There is a 
high level of abstraction in several paragraphs (TRT in paragraph 6,
RT in paragraph 7, and all T in paragraph 21). (2) There is one
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sequence of paragraphs with one main T, beginning in paragraph 9 with 
illustrations, followed by a conforming paragraph 10 with TI, in turn 
followed by illustrations in paragraphs 11 and 12. (3) There is a 
long narrative sequence with the topic in paragraph 13, a conforming 
paragraph (TI), followed by illustrations in paragraphs 14 through 18, 
followed by paragraph 19 (IT) with the T being a conclusion to the 
topic in paragraph 13, concluded finally with a single topic in para­
graph 20 relating the narrative to the thesis. (4) There are fluctua­
tions in the level of abstraction in several paragraphs (TIT with the 
final T not "semantically equivalent" in paragraphs 5 and 23; RIR at 
the end of paragraphs 1 and 8). (5) Paragraph 2 resembles a combina­
tion paragraph except that it ends with TR.
Most of the conforming paragraphs have a TI pattern (paragraphs 4,
10, 13, 22). Paragraph 3 has a PS pattern, and paragraph 24 is a combina­
tion paragraph (TITI).
The low degree of conformity of Robert A. Goldwin's "Is It Enough 
to Roll With the Times?" may result from its argumentative form. The 
non-conformity occurs in large part due to the high level of abstraction 
in the essay (TR in paragraphs 7 and 12, TRT in paragraph 13, TPS in 
paragraphs 16, 17, and 22, all T in paragraphs 20 and 21). A second 
major reason for the non-conformity is the fluctuation in the abstrac­
tion level (TRIR in paragraphs 2, 3, 14, 15, and TIT in paragraph 1).
Also, there is one sequence of two paragraphs in which the conforming 
paragraph 5 (TRI) is followed by 6 with an RIPS pattern. There is a 
narrative sequence, unusual in that it exhibits an overall PS pattern, 
with paragraph 8 containing only P, paragraph 9 containing only SS2  and 
paragraph 10 containing only S. This narrative sequence is concluded 
with paragraph 11 conforming to a PS pattern. It is noteworthy that
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there are S2 's at a lower level of abstraction than the S's, an occur­
rence unaccounted for by Becker's theory.
The conforming paragraphs exhibit the basic patterns: TRI (para­
graphs 5 and 18) , TI (paragraphs 4 and 19), and PS (paragraph 11).
The low degree of conformity of Diana Robinson's "Recharging 
Yourself Through Meditation" is somewhat surprising since this essay 
is primarily expository. However, the form of this essay is unconven­
tional; four sequences of two paragraphs each have either the topic or 
the problem in the first of the two paragraphs, followed by the 
restriction-illustration, the illustration, or the solution in the 
next paragraph (TITIT in paragraph 1, followed by ParaSraPh 2;
all P in paragraph 3 followed by SS2 TI in paragraph 4; TIT in paragraph 
5 followed by RI in paragraph 6; all T in paragraph 12 followed by 
II2 IT in paragraph 13). The other cause for non-conformity is that 
three paragraphs have the RIR pattern in some form (RIRT in paragraph 
8, TRIRIRIR in paragraph 9, and TRIRIR in paragraph 10).
Of the two conforming paragraphs, paragraph 7 has a TI pattern, 
and paragraph 11 has a T^IT^ pattern with the last T being "semantically 
equivalent" to the first T.
It is not unexpected that Charles E. Moustakas' "The Terror and 
Love in Loneliness" has the lowest degree of conformity of the ephemeral 
essays since it has the most extended narrative passages of any of the 
essays, either classical or ephemeral. The narrative sequences are as 
follows: P in paragraphs 3, 4, and 5 followed by S in paragraph 6— an 
unusual form for a narrative; all T in paragraph 7 followed by I's in 
paragraphs 8 through 11, continuing into paragraph 12 with IT, the first 
T ending this sequence; the second T of paragraph 12 beginning the next 
sequence , followed by I's in paragraphs 13 through 15, continuing into
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paragraph 16 with ITITITI (paragraph 16 ending with a separate TI 
pattern); and 1TIT in paragraph 18 with the last T beginning the se­
quence extending into paragraph 19 with I (paragraph 19 ending with 
a separate SP pattern). Of the other non-conforming paragraphs, para­
graph 7, as noted above, and paragraph 21 have an ITRIR pattern, and 
paragraph 22 has all T.
Of the three conforming paragraphs, paragraphs 1 and 2 have a TI 
pattern, and paragraph 20 has an IT pattern.
In conclusion, the paragraphs conforming to Becker’s theory in 
both the classical and ephemeral essays exhibit the expected patterns: 
TRI, TI, IT; T^RIT^ and T^IT^ with the final T being "semantically 
equivalent" to the first T; PS; and combination paragraphs with a wide 
variety of the above patterns. It is noteworthy that P's and S’s vary 
in their level of abstraction since "P" and "S" designations are them­
selves abstract.
The paragraphs not conforming to Becker's theory in both the classi­
cal and ephemeral essays have recurring characteristics: (1) Some para­
graphs maintain high levels of abstraction throughout— all T, TR, RT,
TRT, TPS, all P. (2) There are recurring restriction-illustration pat­
terns without topics for every pattern, e.g., TRIRT. (3) There are 
extended sequences either narrative or non-narrative with one main topic 
for several paragraphs. (4) There are fluctuations in the abstraction 
level, unaccounted for by Becker's theory— TIR; TRIT or TIT without the 
concluding T being "semantically equivalent" to the first T; an^
I3's, and R2 's; and interrupting T's related to the first T. (5) There 
are sequences in which the topic for one paragraph is presented at the 
end of the preceding paragraph. (6) There are SP patterns, inversions 
unaccounted for in Becker's theory.
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Christensen Analysis
Of the classical essays, the Catton essay and the Thurber essay 
tie for first place in conformity (38%) to Christensen's theory. Since 
Christensen explicitly limits the application of his theory to exposi­
tory paragraphs, it could be expected that the paragraphs in the Catton 
essay would show a relatively high degree of conformity to Christensen's 
theory due to the expository nature of that essay. However, the fact 
that the Thurber essay shows the same degree of conformity to Christensen's 
theory (38%) is somewhat unexpected because of the narrative-descriptive 
nature of that essay.
In a comparison of that degree of conformity of the two essays to 
Christensen's and Becker's theories, the percentage differences are 
misleading since the limited number of paragraphs in both essays causes 
one or two paragraphs' difference in conformity to result in an unex­
pectedly high percentage difference. Even though the Catton essay's 
percentage of conformity to Christensen's theory (38%) is 13% higher 
than its percentage of conformity to Becker's theory (25%), the actual 
number of paragraphs contributing to that difference is only two more 
paragraphs conforming to Christensen than to Becker. Although the 
Thurber essay's percentage of conformity to Becker's theory (50%) is 
12% higher than its percentage of conformity to Christensen's theory 
(38%), the actual number of paragraphs contributing to that difference 
is only one more paragraph conforming to Becker than to Christensen.
In the Catton essay half of the conforming paragraphs have mixed 
sequences (paragraphs 8, 9, 11). The other half have simple coordinate 
sequences (paragraphs 7, 10, 13), three of this type in one essay seem­
ing to contradict Christensen's observation that "simple sequences,
12especially coordinate ones, are not common." The two paragraphs (7
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and 13) that conform to Christensen's theory but not to Becker's have 
short coordinate sequences with only two levels of abstraction (TR), 
not allowed for in Becker's theory.
The non-conformity of the paragraphs results from two basic condi­
tions: (1) There are high levels of abstraction (all I's in paragraphs 
1, 3, 4; final I's which are not conclusions in paragraphs 2 and 12; 
and intermediate I's and final I's which are not conclusions in para­
graphs 5 and 6). (2) There is one sequence of several paragraphs with
only two I's at the beginning of the first paragraph (paragraphs 13 
through 16). Paragraph 16 also is what Becker calls a combination para­
graph with the ending of the above sequence, followed by a synthetic 
sequence. All of these non-conforming paragraphs are also non-conforming 
ones to Becker's theory, thus indicating a high degree of similarity in 
the application of their theories.
In the Thurber essay, all of the conforming paragraphs have mixed 
coordinate sequences (paragraphs 4, 5, 6). Paragraph 5 is unusual in 
that it has a conclusion, followed by a 2, the 2 making the entire se­
quence mixed coordinate. The one paragraph that conforms to Christensen's 
theory but not to Becker's has a recurring 2-3 (RI) pattern, its con­
formity to Christensen's theory indicating more flexibility in 
Christensen's account of changing levels of abstraction.
The non-confcrmity of the paragraphs results from high levels of 
abstraction in paragraph 1 (all I's), from Christensen's rigid con­
straints on the placement of topics (in paragraph 2 synthetic and analy­
tic movement followed by I's serving as topics for the first part of the 
next paragraph), and from his not allowing for combination paragraphs 
(paragraph 3, a continuation of 2, followed by two other sequences, and 
paragraphs 7 and 8). Paragraphs 7 and 8 conform to Becker's theory
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since he allows for combination paragraphs.
It is significant that the Eiseley essay, primarily expository in 
nature, has the same rank (3rd) among the classical essays for conform­
ity both to Christensen's theory and to Becker's theory, with the number 
of paragraphs conforming to Becker's theory (16) being only one more 
than the number conforming to Christensen's (15).
Of the conforming paragraphs, six have mixed coordinate sequences 
(paragraphs 1, 26, 28, 37, 39, 42); four have mixed subordinate se­
quences (paragraphs 13, 22 with conclusion, 38, 44 with introduction 
and conclusion); three have simple coordinate sequences (11, 21 with 
conclusion, 34); and two have simple coordinate sequences (14 and 17).
The following paragraphs do not conform to Becker's theory: TISP, PS 
inversion in paragraph 11; TRIP, no S in paragraph 13; and RIR non- 
conforming pattern in paragraphs 26, 37, 39.
The non-conformity of the paragraphs results from four conditions:
(1) There is a long narrative sequence at the beginning of the essay 
with the topic in paragraph 1 (a conforming paragraph), followed by 
lower level material in paragraphs 2 through 10 and 12 (all non-conforming 
paragraphs), with 11 having a topic followed by lower level material, 
thus conforming. (2) There is a high level of abstraction in many of 
the paragraphs: paragraph 15 has two I's at the end which are topics for
the sequence beginning there and continuing through paragraph 17, with
16 being a non-conforming paragraph and 17 being a conforming paragraph; 
paragraphs 18, 23,. 25, 33, 40 contain interrupting I's; paragraphs 16,
29, 31, 32, 35 have all I's; paragraph 30 has three I's at the beginning
and two I's at the end which are not a conclusion; paragraph 36, four
I's at the beginning; paragraph 45, three I's at the end which are not 
a conclusion; paragraph 46, eight I's at the beginning. (3) There are
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four combination paragraphs: 19, 20, 24, 41. (4) There are two para­
graphs having synthetic movement: 27 and 43. The following paragraphs 
conform to Becker's theory: Combination paragraphs 20, 24, 33; TI in 
paragraph 36, and PS in paragraphs 40 and 43.
The divergence between Christensen and Becker becomes much more 
apparent in the White essay, with the rate of conformity of that essay 
to Christensen's theory being only 24% (eleven paragraphs) as opposed 
to 48% (twenty—two paragraphs) conformity to Becker's theory. The high 
degree of non-conformity to Christensen's theory results from five 
conditions: (1) There are two sequences extending over more than one 
paragraph, a long sequence (paragraphs 33 through 44, with the topic 
in 33, a conforming paragraph, and lower level material in the succeed­
ing paragraphs) and a short one (paragraphs 6 and 7, with 2's in para­
graph 6 and the topic in paragraph 7, still a non-conforming paragraph 
due to synthetic movement). (2) There is a high level of abstraction
in eight paragraphs: paragraphs 12, 13, 14, 31 have more than two I's 
at the beginning; paragraphs 23, 26, 28 have interrupting I's; para­
graph 45 has all I's. (3) There are eight combination paragraphs (1,
9, 15, 16, 17, 18, 21, 46). (4) There are five paragraphs having all
or part synthetic movement (paragraphs 24 and 25, all synthetic; para­
graphs 20, 27, 30, synthetic and analytic). (5) There is one paragraph 
with the levels of abstraction out of Christensen's prescribed 1-2-3 
order (1-3-2 in paragraph 8). The following paragraphs conform to 
Becker's theory: combination paragraphs 9, 15, 21, 23, 26, 27, 28;
TI pattern in paragraphs 12 and 31; TRI pattern in paragraph 13; T^IT^ 
pattern in paragraph 14; IT pattern in paragraphs 24 and 25.
Of the conforming paragraphs, six have a mixed coordinate sequence 
(4, 5, 10, 29, 32, 33), three a simple coordinate sequence (11, 19, 22)
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and two a mixed subordinate sequence (2 and 3). Two of these paragraphs 
do not conform to Becker's theory: RIR in paragraphs 10 and 29.
It is significant that the high percentage of non-conformity of the 
Orwell paragraphs to both Christensen's theory (84%) and Becker's (89%) 
is virtually identical, although its rank varies (5th for Christensen, 
7th for Becker) because the overall percentage of conforming paragraphs 
for the classical essays is lower for Christensen than for Becker.
The non-conformity results from five different conditions:
(1) There are two sequences extending over more than one paragraph, 
one long (paragraphs 11 through 16, with the topic for the sequence at 
the end of paragraph 11, followed by lower level material in succeeding 
paragraphs) and the other short (paragraphs 17 and 18, with the topic 
at the end of 17, a paragraph which does not conform for other reasons 
as well— four I's at the beginning, an interrupting 1, and 3-2 order).
(2) There are five combination paragraphs (2, 8, 10, 11, 19). (3) There 
are two paragraphs, other than 17, with the levels of abstraction out
of order (5 and 6). (4) Paragraph 1 has a final 1 which is not a con­
clusion. (5) Paragraph 7 is a synthetic paragraph. Of these paragraphs 
only paragraph 2, a combination paragraph, conforms to Becker's theory.
There are only three conforming paragraphs: paragraphs 4 and 9, 
which have a mixed coordinate sequence, and paragraph 3, which has a 
simple subordinate sequence. Paragraphs 3 and 4 with a TR pattern do 
not conform to Becker's theory.
As might be expected, the paragraphs of the Swift essay have a very 
low degree of conformity to Christensen's theory. The principal reason 
for the non-conformity, as it is with the application of Becker's theory 
is that there are two long sequences extending over several paragraphs 
(paragraphs 8 through 16, with the topic only in 8, followed by lower
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level material in 9 through 16; and paragraphs 20 through 26, with 
the topic only in 20, followed by lower level material in 21 through 
26). In addition, there are five shorter sequences: paragraphs 
1 and 2, with 1 having lower level material and 2 having synthetic 
movement; paragraphs A and 5, both at a high level of generality 
with A having two final lrs that are not a conclusion and 5 having 
only one independent clause, a 1; paragraphs 6 and 7, with 6 having 
synthetic and analytic movement and 7 having lower level material; 
paragraphs 17 and 18, with the topic in 17, along with an interrupting 
topic, followed by lower level material in 18; paragraphs 27 and 28, 
with the topic in 27, a conforming paragraph, followed by lower level 
material in 28.
In addition to the extended sequence, there are other less frequent 
causes of non-conformity: (1) Besides paragraphs 5, 8, and 20, paragraphs 
3 and 30 have all I's. (2) Besides paragraph A, paragraph 19 has a final 
1 that is not a conclusion. (3) Paragraph 29 is a combination paragraph.
(A) Paragraph 32 has an interrupting 1. Of these non-conforming para­
graphs, the following conform to Becker's theory: combination paragraphs 
17, 29, 32, and T^IT^ pattern in paragraph A.
The only conforming paragraphs in the Swift essay are paragraphs 
27, 31, and 33, all of which have simple subordinate sequences.
The paragraphs of the Twain essay do not conform at all to 
Christensen's theory, but not unexpectedly since the essay is narrative- 
descriptive in nature. The 0% conformity is not as significant as it 
might have been if there were more than the three paragraphs to the essay.
The considerably higher percentage of conformity of the essay to Becker's 
theory (33%) is the result of only one paragraph's conforming. All 
three paragraphs fail to conform to Christensen's theory due to their
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interlocking nature: (1) Paragraph 1 is a combination paragraph with a 
topic for part of paragraph 2. (2) Paragraph 2, following its part
related to paragraph 1, has a topic for the rest of the paragraph and 
part of paragraph 3. (3) Paragraph 3, following its part related to
paragraph 2, has another topic plus lower level material. Paragraph 1, 
which conforms to Becker's theory, is a combination paragraph.
It is somewhat unexpected that of the ephemeral essays the Goldwin 
essay shows the highest degree of conformity to Christensen's theory 
inasmuch as it is basically argumentative. The main reason that the 
paragraphs in this essay have a much higher degree of conformity to 
Christensen's theory (55%) than to Becker's (23%) is that Christensen's 
theory is more flexible in dealing with high abstraction levels than 
Becker's. Of the conforming paragraphs, five have simple coordinate 
sequences (paragraphs 7, 12, 16 with transition, 17, and 22 with conclu­
sion); five have mixed coordinate sequences (paragraph 2 with conclusion,
5 with the topic for the next paragraph, thus making 6, at a lower level 
of abstraction, a conforming paragraph, 14, 15, 18); one paragraph has 
a simple subordinate sequence (19); and one paragraph has a mixed sub­
ordinate sequence with a transition (4). It is noteworthy that para­
graph 6 has no topic, but because it is part of a short sequence of only 
two paragraphs with the topic in paragraph 5, it seems to conform to 
Christensen's qualification of his norm, even though his qualification
is negative, stating that a topic sentence in a preceding paragraph is
13"arbitrarily and illogically separated" from its supporting material.
Of these paragraphs, the following do not conform to Becker’s theory 
due to high abstraction levels and the RIR pattern: RIR in paragraphs 2,
14, 15; RIPS in paragraph 6; TR in paragraphs 7 and 12; TPS in paragraphs 
16,. 17, 22.
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The non-conformity of all paragraphs except paragraph 3 results 
from three conditions: (1) There are high abstraction levels, unaccounted 
for by Christensen's theory: paragraph 1 has three l's at beginning and 
a 1 at the end that is not a conclusion; paragraph 13 has a topic at 
the end not a conclusion; paragraphs 11, 20, 21 have all l's.
(2) There is a synthetic narrative sequence (paragraphs 8 through 11), 
with paragraphs 8 through 10 having lower level material and paragraph 
11 having all l's. (3) Paragraph 3 is a combination paragraph. Of 
these paragraphs, only paragraph 11, with a PS pattern, conforms to 
Becker's theory.
The high degree of conformity of the Robinson essay is predictable 
due to its expository nature. The significance of this conformity is 
tempered by the fact that four of the conforming paragraphs have pat­
terns which are exceptions to Christensen's basic patterns. The main 
reasons for the much higher degree of conformity to Christensen's theory 
than to Becker's theory are that Christensen allows for the topic sen­
tence of a paragraph to be in the preceding paragraph, although he is 
negative in evaluating such a condition, and that Christensen is more 
flexible in dealing with fluctuations in the levels of abstraction.
Of the conforming paragraphs, the following are exceptional: 
paragraph 2 has a mixed coordinate sequence at a lower level of abstrac­
tion, with the topic in paragraph 1, a non-conforming paragraph; para­
graph 5 has a simple subordinate sequence with the topic for paragraph 6, 
a mixed subordinate sequence at a lower level of generality; paragraph 
11 has a simple coordinate sequence with a conclusion. Three paragraphs 
conform to the basic patterns: paragraph 7 has a simple coordinate se­
quence, and paragraphs 9 and 10 have mixed coordinate sequences. The 
following do not conform to Becker's theory: II II in paragraph 2,
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with the topic in the preceding paragraph; TIT in paragraph 5, with 
the final T being the topic for 6, which follows an RIR pattern; RIR 
in paragraphs 9 and 10.
The non-conforming paragraphs are as follows: paragraphs 1, 4, 
and 13 are combination paragraphs; paragraphs 3 and 4 have synthetic- 
analytic sequences, with 3 having all lower level material, followed 
by the topic in 4 with lower level material following it, concluded 
with another sequence; paragraph 8 is synthetic; paragraph 12 has all 
l's. None of these paragraphs conforms to Becker's theory either.
It is surprising that of the ephemeral essays the Norman essay 
ranks third in conformity to Christensen's theory because of its medi­
tative nature and high incidence of narration. As with the Goldwin 
essay, the primary reason that the Norman essay has a higher percentage 
of conformity to Christensen's theory (53%) than to Becker's (35%) is 
that Christensen's theory is more flexible in dealing with high levels 
of abstraction.
Of the conforming paragraphs, four paragraphs have a simple coor­
dinate sequence (paragraphs 1, 15, 16, and 11, with the topic for the 
next paragraph, followed by lower level material in 12); three have a 
simple subordinate sequence (paragraphs 2, 4, and 17, with conclusion); 
paragraph 6 has a mixed coordinate sequence. Of these paragraphs the 
following do not conform to Becker's theory: TP in paragraph 4; RIR in 
6; TRT in 11; II2 in 12; STR in 15.
The non-conformity of the paragraphs occurs for some of the recur­
ring reasons: (1) paragraph 3 has abstraction levels out of the pre­
scribed order; (2) paragraphs 5 and 14 have all l's; (3) paragraphs 7 
and 8 are synthetic sequences, with 7 having all 2's and 8 having five 
l's; (4) paragraphs 9 and 13 are synthetic sequences; (5) paragraph 10
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is a combination paragraph. Of these paragraphs, 9 and 13 conform to 
Becker's theory with an IT pattern.
The high degree of conformity of the Davis essay to Christensen's 
theory could be expected since this essay is primarily expository. The 
higher percentage of conformity to Becker's theory (64%) than to 
Christensen's (46%) is the result of Becker's theory allowing for com­
bination paragraphs, more topics at the beginning, and a synthetic 
sequence.
Of the conforming paragraphs, nine have simple coordinate sequences 
(paragraphs 1, 7, 9, 16, 19 with topic in preceding paragraph, 20, 21,
26, 27), a surprising result, since Christensen labels such sequences 
as uncommon. Paragraphs 5 and 17 (with an implied topic) have mixed 
coordinate sequences. Paragraph 25 has a simple subordinate sequence, 
and paragraph 2 has a mixed subordinate sequence. Of these paragraphs 
only paragraph 17, with an pattern, does not conform to Becker's
theory.
The non-conformity results from recurring conditions: (1) paragraphs 
3, 6, 12, and 13 are combination paragraphs; (2) paragraphs 4 and 23 
have a topic at the end which is not a conclusion; (3) paragraphs 8, 22, 
and 24 have all l's; (4) paragraphs 10 and 11 have three l's at the 
beginning; (5) paragraphs 13 through 15 are a sequence with the topic, 
followed by 2's in paragraph 13, then followed by lower level material 
in paragraphs 14 and 15; (6) paragraph 18 is synthetic-analytic, with 
the topic for next paragraph, (7) paragraph 28 is synthetic.
Even though the Trippett essay is in fifth place among the ephemeral 
essays in terms of conformity to Christensen's theory, it still has a 
relatively high percentage (42%) of conformity. It is significant that 
this percentage is exactly the same as the percentage of conformity to
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Becker's theory. Again, because of the expository nature of the essay, 
this finding is not unexpected.
The conforming paragraphs follow the basic patterns: (1) mixed sub­
ordinate sequences in paragraphs 1 and 9, (2) simple coordinate in para­
graphs 2 and 3, and (3) mixed coordinate in paragraph 6. Only paragraph 
6 does not conform to Becker's theory, having an RIR pattern.
The main reason for non-conformity is that five of the paragraphs 
have high levels of abstraction, unaccounted for by Christensen's theory: 
l's at the end which are not conclusions in paragraphs 4 and 12; all l's 
in paragraph 5; three l's at the beginning in paragraphs 8 and 11. Para­
graph 7 is a synthetic paragraph. Paragraph 10 is a combination para­
graph with a transition at the end. The only one of these paragraphs 
conforming to Becker's theory is paragraph 8, with a TII^ pattern.
As with the analysis of its coincidence with Becker's theory, the 
low percentage of conformity (21%) of the Newman essay to Christensen's 
theory could well be the result of the argumentative nature of the essay. 
The non-conformity primarily results from the same conditions that pro­
duced non-conformity to Becker's theory: (1) There are high levels of 
abstraction: paragraphs 1 and 2 have interrupting l's after the initial 
l's; paragraphs 3, 20, and 21 have all l's; paragraphs 5, 6, and 23 
have l's at the end which are not conclusions. (2) There is the long 
sequence of paragraphs 9 through 12, with 9 having synthetic movement 
at a lower level of abstraction, 10 conforming, and 11 and 12 having 
lower level material. (3) There is the long narrative sequence of para­
graphs 13 through 20, with paragraph 13 conforming, followed by para­
graphs 14 through 18 having lower level material, then followed by 19 
having synthetic movement, concluded with 20 having only a 1. Further, 
paragraphs 7 and 19 have synthetic movement, and paragraph 24 is a
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combination paragraph. Of these paragraphs, paragraph 3 conforms to 
Becker's theory with a PS pattern, and paragraph 24 conforms as a 
combination paragraph.
The conforming paragraphs have basic patterns: paragraphs 4, 10,
13, and 22 have simple coordinate sequences; paragraph 8 has a mixed 
coordinate sequence. Of these, only paragraph 8, with an RIR pattern, 
does not conform to Becker’s theory.
Similar to the analysis of the application of Becker's theory, 
the low percentage of conformity (9%) of the Moustakas essay to 
Christensen's theory primarily results from its long narrative sequences. 
Included within these narrative sequences are paragraphs with all l's 
and combination paragraphs. The following narrative sequences are non- 
conforming: all l's in paragraph 3, followed by lower level material 
in paragraph 4 and part of 5; all l's in paragraph 7, followed by lower 
level material in paragraphs 8 through 11, continuing with lower level 
material with a 1 at the end, followed by another 1 which is the begin­
ning of the next sequence .in paragraph 12; topic only in paragraph 12, 
followed by lower level material in paragraphs 13 through 15, continu­
ing with lower level material with interrupting l's, followed by a 
separate sequence in paragraph 16. Other conditions for non-conformity 
are as follows: (1) paragraphs 3, 6, 7, and 22 have all l's; (2) para­
graphs 5, 12, 16, 17, 19, and 21 are combination paragraphs; C3) para­
graph 18 is a synthetic-analytic sequence with l's at the end, followed 
by a conclusion-transition; (4) paragraph 20 is a synthetic sequence.
Of these, only paragraph 20 conforms to Becker's theory with an IT 
pattern.
Only paragraphs 1 and 2 with simple coordinate sequences conform 
to Christensen's theory; they also conform to Becker's theory.
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In conclusion, the paragraphs conforming to Christensen's theory 
exhibit the expected patterns: simple coordinate, simple subordinate, 
mixed coordinate, and mixed subordinate sequences. There are also the 
following variations in these patterns: paragraphs having introductions, 
transitions, and conclusions; paragraphs with their topics in the pre­
ceding paragraph; and one paragraph having an implied topic.
The paragraphs not conforming to Christensen's theory in both the 
classical and ephemeral essays have recurring characteristics: (1) Some 
paragraphs have high levels of abstraction, unaccounted for by 
Christensen's theory: paragraphs with all topics; with three or more 
topics at the beginning; with a topic at the beginning followed by one 
or more topics interrupting the lower level material but related to the 
initial topic; with topics at the beginning and end, where the latter 
is neither a conclusion nor a transition. (2) There are what Becker 
calls combination paragraphs with more than one sequence in a single 
paragraph. (3) There are extended sequences, either narrative or non­
narrative, with one main topic for more than one paragraph. (4) There 
are synthetic passages or synthetic-analytic passages. (5) There are 
paragraphs with the levels of abstraction out of the prescribed order 
(1-3-2).
In comparing Christensen's and Becker's theories with regard to the 
reasons for non-conforming paragraphs in each case, one can see certain 
marked similarities as well as several differences. The similarities 
include the following: (1) Neither theory accounts for the high levels 
of abstraction in some paragraphs: for example, paragraphs with all 
topics or all problems; paragraphs with a topic at the end which is 
neither a conclusion nor a transition or which is not "semantically 
equivalent" to the beginning topic; or paragraphs with interrupting
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topics related to the main topic. (2) There are paragraphs with the 
levels of abstraction out of the prescribed order (1-3-2 or T1R).
(3) Neither theory accounts for extended sequences, either narrative 
or non-narrative, with one main topic for several paragraphs, since 
each theory views the paragraph as virtually a self-contained unit.
(4) Neither theory accounts for a synthetic-analytic passage with one 
topic serving for both types of movement. It is noteworthy that with
a TR pattern (as in TRI) as opposed to a TI pattern, there is not exact 
correspondence between the actual levels of abstraction conceived of 
by Becker and the levels of abstraction conceived of in numbers by 
Christensen since both the R (in TRI) and the I (in TI) after T:s would 
be marked 2 according to Christensen's theory.
Differences between the two theories that allow a given paragraph 
to conform to Christensen's theory but not to Becker's include the 
following: (1) Christensen, with his concept of subordination being as 
minimal as 1-2, allows for what to Becker would be a non-conforming TR 
pattern. (2) Christensen, with his concepts of coordination and sub­
ordination being effected in many possible patterns, allows for a 
1-2-3-2-3 pattern, which to Becker would be a non-conforming TRIRI 
pattern. (3) Christensen allows for many levels of generality, extend­
ing to 1^'s and I3's and R2 's, lower levels of generality not described 
by Becker. (4) Christensen, unlike Becker, allows for the topic for 
one paragraph to be presented in the preceding paragraph, although he 
characterizes such a topic as "arbitrarily and illogically separated."
Differences between the two theories that allow a given paragraph 
to conform to Becker's theory but not to Christensen's include the 
following: (1) Due to the more flexible definition of topics implied by 
Becker ("topic sentence" to Christensen and "slot" with "a set of
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potential fillers" to Becker), no more than two l's have been considered 
as conforming to Christensen's theory, whereas no more than five T's 
have been considered as conforming to Becker's theory. Therefore, some 
paragraphs beginning with a high level of abstraction are considered to 
conform to Becker's theory, but not to Christensen's. (2) Becker allows 
for combination paragraphs with more than one sequence (e.g., TRITI) 
in a given paragraph, whereas Christensen does not describe this phenome­
non. (3) Becker allows for paragraphs with synthetic movement in de­
scribing the operation of inversion for varying the basic TRI pattern 
(e.g., TRI—»IRT), whereas Christensen describes the topic sentence as 
"nearly always the first sentence of the sequence."
From the foregoing discussion of the competing theories of Becker 
and Christensen, it should be clear that they both view the paragraph 
as virtually a self-contained unit except that Becker allows for para­
graph combination and Christensen allows for a topic sentence in the 
preceding paragraph. Each theorist considers his exception peripheral 
to his theory. Becker gives as his only illustration of paragraph 
combination two embedded TRI patterns with S and S2  of an overall PS 
pattern and simply states that "two paragraphs may be combined, espe­
cially when they are contrastive or parallel semantically.He does 
not illustrate his meaning of "contrastive or parallel semantically."
Further, Christensen considers a topic sentence in the preceding para­
graph to be "arbitrarily and illogically separated." Thus, both Becker 
and Christensen are much closer than Rodgers to Alexander Bain's con­
ception of a paragraph as ”'a collection of sentences with unity of
purpose,' an integrated, rationalized system of predication which
15'handles and exhausts a distinct topic."'
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Rodgers Analysis
Rodgers clearly begins from a different set of assumptions. His 
concentration on a "stadium of discourse" as either corresponding to 
the boundaries of a paragraph in the traditional sense or as independent 
of paragraph boundaries dramatically breaks both with the Bain, tradition 
and with the refined conceptions of Becker and Christensen. In his 
words, "any stadium may become a paragraph, and many do. But a portion 
of a stadium may also become a good paragraph, providing that structural 
relationships remain clear; and a group of stadia may become a paragraph 
providing the resulting bundle of material constitutes an acceptable 
b l e n d . T h u s ,  Rodgers has a more fluid concept of paragraphs as a 
"gloss'^upon the whole discourse.
Since Rodgers' theory is 100% effective in describing the sample 
of paragraphs in this study, it is unnecessary to consider the particu­
lars of the essays again. Rather, it is important to justify the find­
ings which result from the application of Rodgers' theory.
One result of the basic difference between Becker's and Christensen
theories on the one hand and Rodgers' theory on the other is that
Rodgers' theory accurately describes forms that paragraphs take: what
Becker calls combination paragraphs (not considered by Christensen),
paragraphs with the topic sentence in the preceding paragraph (noted as 
X8"illogical" by Christensen but noted not at all by Becker), and ex­
tended sequences of paragraphs, either narrative or non-narrative with 
one or more topics. The combination paragraphs are described by Rodgers 
with his statement that "a group of stadia may become a paragraph."
The instance of two or more paragraphs' being part of a sequence is 
described by Rodgers with his statement that "a portion of a stadium may 
also become a good paragraph."
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Further, Rodgers accurately describes paragraphs with high levels 
of abstraction: first, paragraphs with all topics or paragraphs with a 
topic at the end which is not semantically equivalent to the beginning 
topic or is not a conclusion or transition; second, paragraphs with 
interrupting topics related to the main topic.
In "A Discourse-centered Rhetoric of the Paragraph," Rodgers ac­
cepts certain "inductive qualifications grafted upon the original de­
ductive formula" (of Bain and his immediate successors)— qualifications 
that support Rodgers' concept of topics which is more flexible than the 
concepts of Becker and Christensen. Rodgers says, "A proper paragraph 
always has a single central topic idea, except when it lias two, three,
or more." He also says, "A complicated topic may take several sentences
19and these sentences may be widely separated in the paragraph."
Rodgers concludes his listing of these and other "inductive qualifi
cations" by pointing to the inadequacy of today's textbooks which are
limited to the sentence-based analogy of the paragraph derived from Bain
thus arguing clearly for an acceptance of the qualifications: "In short,
the paragraph is what the textbook says it is, except . . .  it isn't.
At least, not always; and if one happens to be working with the wrong
20handbook or the wrong anthology of prose models, it often isn't."
In his analysis of Walter Pater's "Style" in "A Discourse-centered
Rhetoric of the Paragraph," Rodgers discusses paragraph 15 in terms of
its having "several sub-topics, or possibly one divided topic, six
21identifiable stadia, all drawn into one union," thus suggesting topics 
separated from one another in the paragraph.
In his analysis of a sequence from Charles Darwin's Formation of 
Vegetable Mould Through the Action of Worms, with Observations on Their 
Habits in "The Stadium of Discourse," Rodgers isolates stadia in a
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sequence of discourse with stadium "D" having exclusively one topic and
22stadium "E" having exclusively two topics.
Thus it is clearly evident that Rodgers has a much more flexible 
definition of topics than does either Becker or Christensen.
Rodgers' theory is effective in describing sequences in which the 
levels of abstraction are out of Becker's or Christensen's prescribed 
order (TIR or 1-3-2). Rodgers' theory is more effective because he 
does not prescribe the order of adjuncts: "Such units— each one contain­
ing a single topic, together with any I my emphasis] accrete extensions
or adjunctive support that may be present— are . . . 'stadia of
j- m .23discourse.
Regarding synthetic-analytic passages, unaccounted for by Becker's
and Christensen's theories, Rodgers accounts for them, not explicitly
in his theoretical statements but in actuality in his analysis of a
paragraph he wrote himself. In this analysis in "Symposium on the
Paragraph," the pattern of the paragraph, as Rodgers describes it, using
24Christensen's numbering system, is 2-2-3-2-2-2-3-4-3-1-2-2-3.
Concerning the number of topics at the beginning of a sequence,
Rodgers allows, by his broad definition of topic plus accretions, more
topics than the two considered as conforming to Christensen's theory
and the five considered as conforming to Becker's theory. To reiterate:
"Such units— each one containing a topic, together with any [my emphasis]
accrete extensions or adjunctive support that may be present— are . . .
'stadia of discourse.'"
Both Becker and Rodgers describe synthetic movement, Becker in his
25"operation" of "inversion" for varying the basic TRI pattern (TRI-»
IRT) and Rodgers in his fundamental argument that synthetic movement does 
occur in actual paragraphs. Rodgers states, "Adjunctive support may
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either precede or follow the element it supports. When adjuncts follow, 
as they normally do, we have what is commonly called 'analytic' move-
2 g
ment; when they precede, the result is 'synthetic' movement."
Rodgers is in agreement with Christensen on allowing for a wider
variation in the abstraction level than does Becker. Rodgers adopts
Christensen's numbering method for symbolizing levels of abstraction,
albeit with modifications, in "The Stadium of Discourse." Thus, it can
be assumed that 1-2 patterns and 1-2—3-2-3 patterns and what to Becker
would be, if he had described them, an(^ *3's an(^ ^2*S arS accePte(*
by both Rodgers and Christensen as conforming to their theories.
In conclusion, Rodgers’ theory in application to actual paragraphs
in this sample is 100% effective in achieving his announced intention
27to describe "all paragraphs," due to his more flexible concept of para­
graphs, which considers form in the context of the whole essay, and to 
his more flexible concept of the positions of topics and of the fluc­
tuating levels of abstraction.
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CONCLUDING REFLECTIONS
In reflecting on the results of this study, I believe that the 
relative percentages of conforming paragraphs to Becker's, Christensen's, 
and Rodgers' theories in some ways belie the contributions of each theo­
rist to a better understanding than Bain's of the nature of actual para­
graphs written by professional writers. Although the application of 
Rodgers' theory produces conformity, the relatively inclusive, almost 
rule-free nature of the theory could lead one to presuppose a better 
chance of success in describing in a general way all paragraphs. If one 
assumes from induction that there are stadia of discourse and if one 
stadium can correspond to one paragraph's boundaries or more than one 
stadium can be included in one paragraph or one stadium can be composed 
of more than one paragraph, then the possibilities for the construction 
of stadia in relation to paragraphs have been exhausted. However, given 
the writer's choice of indenting at one particular place for either logi­
cal or secondary reasons, logical reasons dominating, the reader is still 
the victim of the intentional fallacy in trying to determine, based on 
the text, the writer's intention in choosing to paragraph at one point 
or another.
Further, although not within the limits of this study, the question 
can immediately be raised as to how a teacher can advise a beginning 
writer to indent at one point rather than another, since as Rodgers says, 
"we can justify indentions at many points in the average piece of prose." 
He does go on to say "that the paragraph itself— the stretch of language 
silhouetted between indentations— must always reveal the boundaries of 
a unit of structure.""'" Given the many combinations of possible reasons
79
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for indenting, this qualification is still rather vague for the purpose 
of teaching a student to write a paragraph acceptable to his teacher.
Also, in "The Stadium of Discourse," Rodgers adopts, with modifica­
tions, Christensen's numbering system for describing levels of abstrac­
tion, acknowledging his debt to Christensen, and thereby making his 
general description of accretions and adjuncts much more clearly reflect
what he, Rodgers, recognizes in a general way as a vertical image, "a
2
constant weaving up and down between the concrete and the abstract." 
Rodgers does quarrel with Christensen's concepts of coordination and 
subordination, contending that in one sense every unit below the topic 
level of abstraction is subordinate to that topic. This argument, it 
seems to me, is a semantic one, since given the topics as the highest 
levels of abstraction, as Rodgers himself does, one can stipulate that 
there are coordinate and subordinate relations among the units beneath 
the topics. Thus, I think Christensen has contributed significantly by 
developing a system for showing graphically the relationships among units 
of discourse, levels of abstraction recognized by Becker, Christensen, 
and Rodgers as pertinent to any concept of the paragraph.
Furthermore, there are two significant points of agreement between 
Becker's and Rodgers' theories. The two theories both include a descrip­
tion of inversion, or synthetic movement, a feature of discourse which 
it is hard to imagine Christensen would not have discovered through in­
ductive analysis. Also, both Becker's theory and Rodgers' theory recog­
nize what Becker calls paragraph combination and what Rodgers calls a 
group of stadia that have become a paragraph. Here Rodgers' quarrel with 
the term paragraph combination seems justified, since the paragraph is a 
discrete reality, even though it contains more than one unit of discourse. 
On these two points, Becker's theory is less rigid than Christensen's.
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Becker's theory, in one sense more specific than either Christensen's 
or Rodgers' theories with the TRI and PS patterns reflecting different 
types of supporting material, is still too broad, as Rodgers contends, 
since the TRI pattern is so nearly inclusive of different types of sup­
porting material with PS being restricted to effect-cause or in a general 
sense problem-solution as distinguished from all other types subsumed 
under TRI. Becker's theory needs to be more specific to distinguish 
among what Rodgers calls the "most common methods of 'amplification,'" 
that is, "definition, analogy, comparison, or contrast; presentation of
. . . logical proof; citation of examples, instances and illustrations,
3
accumulation of supporting details." Or perhaps Becker’s theory needs 
to be more general, as Christensen's is, simply identifying levels of 
abstraction, regardless of the method used to present the different levels. 
Also, the rigidity of Becker's conception of these patterns, even with 
the operations for varying the patterns, results in Becker's not allow­
ing for the variety of fluctuations in the level of abstraction.
Christensen's theory is most limited, I think, by its stipulation 
that the topic sentence is nearly always the first sentence of the se­
quence. Despite the qualifications Christensen allows, his theory does 
not account for either paragraph combination or synthetic movement, as 
both Becker's and Rodger's theories do. This rigid stipulation, closest 
to the Bain tradition, would, if modified, produce much higher conformity 
of paragraphs to Christensen's theory.
Of course, as already noted, the sentence-based concepts of both 
Becker and Christensen result in neither one's recognizing that sequences 
frequently extend over more than one paragraph and that topics may be 
widely separated in the paragraph.
With some of the modifications I have noted, both Becker's and
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Christensen's theories could contribute even more than they do to describ­
ing actual paragraphs, in many senses more specifically than does Rodgers' 
theory.
In the process of this study, I have discovered that the concept of 
the topic sentence is not reliable. There does not appear to be any fixed 
pattern for the presence of such topics. I have come to recognize that 
the term topic should be synonymous with the highest levels of abstraction 
within a paragraph, or within a sequence within a paragraph with more than 
one sequence, or within a sequence of more than one paragraph. I feel, 
then, that the textbook concept of the topic sentence is of little practi­
cal value.
It also seems to me that paragraphs considered on semantic, logical, 
and stylistic levels are indeed infinite in variety and that any theory 
that attempts to describe all paragraphs must by its very nature be highly 
abstract.
This assumption touches upon a point of contention between Becker 
and Rodgers. Becker has observed that Rodgers "takes exclusively a wave 
view of the paragraph; that is he focuses entirely on actual paragraphs 
and sees . . . nearly limitless variation." Becker further states, "The 
problem with a wave perspective is not that it is wrong but that it is 
limited, for, if one tries to account for all paragraphs, one can never 
generalize: there can be no model that explains all actual paragraphs."^ 
Certainly, in the sense that Rodgers does generalize, his theory is the 
most abstract of the three theories. For this reason, what he is attempt­
ing to do and what Becker and Christensen are attenpting to do are dif­
ferent in intention, particularly since Becker and Christensen limit 
their theories to expository paragraphs. However, as already noted, in 
many cases Becker's and Christensen's theories do work when applied to
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narrative-descriptive paragraphs.
At the same time, with the perspective Rodgers has, he has made the 
most comprehensive breakthrough in seeing paragraphs, not in isolation, 
but in their relations to the whole discourse, a conception worthy of 
being explored in much more detail with a view to producing a more formal 
description of such a phenomenon.
This basic difference in perspective points to another area of con­
tention between Becker and Christensen, and Rodgers. Becker and 
Christensen seem more concerned with prescription and Rodgers more with 
description. Although it has not been the purpose of this study to in­
vestigate the pedagogical merits of the competing theories, a fruitful 
experimental study could be made to test the relative applicability of 
the theories to teaching students to write better paragraphs. I believe 
that a rule-governed approach such as that of Becker and Christensen is 
easier to teach and generally more acceptable to students. But perhaps 
a more successful strategy of teaching paragraphing than the usual text­
book approach would be to teach first Becker's and Christensen's sequences 
and then temper the rule-governed approach with Rodgers' more open-ended 
concept.
One observation I have made is that the thesis statement is ignored 
by all three theorists. If the thesis statement is considered to be at 
the highest level of abstraction, then all subsequent topics and lower 
level statements would need to be synbolized as subordinate to that thesis.
Finally, it is unquestionably true that all three theories in their 
concurrence and divergence have served to advance the concept of para­
graphing beyond "a deductive cage."'’
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York."
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one paragraph. In order to represent White adequately, the entire essay 
was analyzed.
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in nature of the three.
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P 3
1. they were
2. they represented
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1. that the old...was 
P 5
1. Lee was
2. family, culture, tradition
were
3. He embodied
4. America was
5. Lee stood
6. class should be
7. society should be keyed
8. It would bring forth
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1. Lee embodied
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3. They stood
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8. Life was
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1. sense had come
2. Westerner could hope
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5. He saw
6. his did
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5. He would fight
LT
but
in other words
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
N £ £
T s n 1 1 'N
R n s 2 2
R n s 2 2
J
£ £ £
T s n 1 1 ^
R s n 2 2
R s n 2 2
I s s 3 3
I s n 3 3
I s s 3 3
I s s 3 3
I s s 3 3 J
£ £ £
T s s 1 1
R s s 2 2
R s s 2 2
R s s 2 2
R n s 2 2
I n n 3 3
I n n 3 3 J
£ £ £
T s s 1 o
R s s 2 2
I n n 3 3
I s s 3 3
I s n 3 3 J
v£>
00
Reproduced 
with 
perm
ission 
of the 
copyright ow
ner. 
Further reproduction 
prohibited 
without perm
ission.
Catton Text 
P 11
1. Westerner would fight
2. He fought
3. What he lived by would
survive or fall
4. He could stand by
5. He would combat
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1. Grant and Lee were
2. Grant was
3. age was
4. Lee might have ridden
5. man was
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1. contrast was
2. soldiers had 
3• they were
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1. man had
2. Grant fought
3. Lee hung on
4. quality was
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Catton Text LT
P 15
1. they had too
2. These were
P 16
1. ability was Lastly, and
greatest of all
2. possibility came
3. It was
4. part became
5. behavior put
6. great Americans
7. encounter was
KEY TO TEXTUAL ABBREVIATIONS:
narr: = writer's identification of place, time, 
or situation, or of a division in the 
discourse.
aside: = a conscious reflection indicating the 
writer's literary intention.
(quote) = a quotation from someone other than 
the writer.
(you), (are) = understood subject and/or verb.
(he said) = speaker and verb of saying introduc­
ing direct quote.
... = ellipsis of long clause or phrase.
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EISELEY Text LT
P 1
1. H. J. Massingham remarked
2. nothing is
3. night was
4. kind could be glimpsed but 
P 2
1. I descended and strolled
2. It turned out to be
3. I approached
4. shadows were engaged
5. I had
6. One could imagine 
P 3
1. I stood
2. papers were being forked
3. that this was...crossed and
P 4
1. I suppose
2. (I ventured)
P 5
1. He nodded and drew
2. eyes were
3. they were
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Eiseley Text LT BPP
P 6 N
1. (you) know I^
2. He swept I^
3. I confessed I^
P 7 N
1. he growled I
2. babies turn up I^
3. He gestured and hoisted
4. narr.: I stepped (back)
5. it was but I^
6. voices and music and I
laughter had come
7. voices were traveling P
8. narr.: I looked
9. narr.: They reminded
10. narr.: bell sounded but
P 8 N
1. narr.: I made
2. shapes worked I
3. narr.: eyes were growing
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2. (You) give I
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Eiseley Text LT BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
P 10
1. narr.: (I) (will) be seeing
2. (I said) )
P 11 N C C
1. narr.: I remembered "\
2. narr.: It had
3. Anthropologists get T s n 1 1
4. narr.: I put
5. narr.: I dozed but
6. narr.: it came and
7. I had fitted I s s 2 2
8. (I had thought) and
9. it is S s s 2 2
10. voices and music are P s n 2 2
P 12 N N C
1. We get I s n 2 2
2. narr.: I sighed
3. narr.: figure faded and J
P 13 N C C
1. One can think T s s 1
2. archaeologist is but T s s 1 +
3. I would speak R s s 2 2
4. this is Nor R s s 2 2
5. archaeologist is R s n 2 2
6. He puts R n n 2 2
7. He finds I n n 3 3
8. he uncovers or I n n 3 3 V
L/S  I
generalization
memory of speech of 
attendant
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Eiseley Text 
P 13 Cont.
9. care had been lavished
10. spirit was expected
11. projection had thrust
P 14
1. mind has sought
2. science has proclaimed
3. it has sought
P 15
1. restrictions are laid
2. he must extrapolate
3. he is limited
4. technology may provide
5. eye or ear must interpret
6. science has clung
7. one is forced
P 16
1. All are
2. we would approach
P 17
1. Donne had recognized
2. void has haunted
LT
or
In a comparable 
way
above all
however
and, in addition 
Later
Nevertheless
Moreover
but
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP L/S I
N £ c
Z2 s s 4 4s s 5 5
P s s 5 5
C £ £
T s s 1 1
R s n 2 2
I n n 3 3
N N £
T s s 1 1
R s s 2 2
R n s 2 2
I s s 3 3
I s s 3 3
T s s 1 1
T s s 1 +
N N £
T s s 1 +
T s s 1 +
£ £ £
T s s 1 +
I s s 2 2
J
y
addition
contrast
argumentation
y
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Eiseley Text LT
P 18
1. I had written
2. I had gone on and
3. I had been forced however
4. a subject that raised
5. question implied
6. intent is
7. It will involve
8. that predictability...is
9. we might ask or
P 19
1. world contains
2. world is
3. Lightning leaps
4. Something rumbles
5. body lies down
6. cries, waters, omens, or
portents are
7. world can be accepted
8. It has
9. one is
10. objects are
11. man brings
12. manikin -is
13. magic is
P 20
1. we f ind
2. Newton had established
3. planets were
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP L/S I
N N C
T s s 1 1
T n n 1 +
T n s 1 +
R 2 2
R s s 2 2
T s s 1 +
R s s 2 2
R s s 2 2
R s s 2 2
N N C
T s s 1 1
T n n 1 +
I s n 2 2
I s n 2 2
I s n 2 2
I s n 2 2
T s s 1 +
T n s 1 +
T s n 1 +
R s n 2 2
R s n 2 2
I s n 3 3
T s n 1 +
C N C
T s n 1 1
R s s 2 2
I s s 3 3
J
J
~\
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P 20 Cont.
4. passion was extended
5. James Hutton glimpsed
P 21
1. Time had lengthened
2. law reigned and
3. imprint had been
discovered
4. marks were
5. trees had absorbed and
6. past was
7. similarity prevailed and 
P 22
1. web was believed
2. clockwork had been trans­
ferred and was destined
3. Plants and animals would
be frozen
4. they would compete but
change
5. change was for
6. world renewed
P 23
1. Time was
2. It contained and was
*conclusion
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP L/S I
c N C
T s s 1 +
I s s 2 2
C C C
T1 s s 1 1
T s s 1 +
I s s 2 2
I s s 2 2
I s s 2 2
T1 s s Cl* +
T1 s n Cl +
C C C
T1 s s 1 1R1 s s,s 2 2
I s s 3 3
I n s 3 3
T1 s s Cl +
T1 s n Cl +
N N C
T s n 1 1
R n n 2 2
J
A
J
A
J
\
106
Reproduced 
with 
perm
ission 
of the 
copyright ow
ner. 
Further reproduction 
prohibited 
w
ithout perm
ission.
Eiseley Text 
P 23 Coat.
3. It was
4. law was
5. world fell
6 . Organisms oscillated
7. animalcule carried
8 . joints assured
9. we find
1 0 . hinges are
11. We see
12. We have
13. gesture is written
P 24
1 . balance was called
2. It was
3. creature felt, was troubled
4. accounts were
5. equivalent arose
6 . balance kept
P 25
1 . (it was)
2 . equilibrium is
3. (Hunter went on)
4. They kept
5. Expansion was kept
6 . struggle was recognized
7. Life was selected
8 . it was selected
therefore
Nevertheless
but
BPP LEC 
N
VF CPA RSP
N
L/S I
R n n 2 2
T s n 1 +
R s n 2 2
R s n 2 2
I s n 3 3
I s n 3 3
T s s 1 +
I s n 2 2
T s n 1 +
R n n 2 2
I s s 3 3
C N C
T s s 1 1
R n s 1 +
I s s 2 2
T s s 1 +
I s n 2 2
I s n 2 2
N N C
T s n 1 1
T s s 1 +
R s n 2 2
R s s 2 2
T s n 1 +
T s n 1 +
T n n 1 +
y
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Eiseley Text LT
P 25 Cont.
9. variant was struck down
10. What had been was
11. What would be existed
1 2 . that there was to be found...
could be said
13. order lay
14. animal peered
15. he could stare
16. dweller would see
17. This was
18. It had abolished
19. world was
20. narr.: Darwin came
P 26
1 . he was hailed
2 . that what had once...was
3. the shells...
4. world seemed
5. fortuitous had become
6 . face turned out and
7. pendulum was
P 27
1 . we were
2 . we were
3. talk was still
4. we did begin only later
5. Life was bent
6 . thing understood
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
N N C
T s n 1 +
T s s 1 +
T s n 1 +
R s s 2 2
T s s 1 +
I s n 2 2
I n s 2 2
I s n 2 2
T s s 1 +
T n s 1 +
T s s 1 +
N C C
T s s 1 1
R s s 2 2
I 3 3
R s n 2 2
R s s 2 2
R s s 2 2
R s n 2 2
N N C
R s n 2 2
R n n 2 2
R s n 2 2
R s s 2 2
R s s 2 2
I s s 3 3
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P 27 Cont.
7. Time was
8 . It was
9. man has
P 28
1 . problems appear
2 . discovery raises
3. existence is
4. peculiarities lead
P 29
1 . we would have
2 . "invention" determined
3. possibility is
4. manipulation would have
been
P 30
1 . brain was
2 . lapse has evolved
3. spectrum has widened
4. What is essentially...can
continue or may produce
5. growths operate
6 . organisms mutate and
diverge
and
and
Similarly
Similarly
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
N N C
R s n 2 2
R n n 2 2
T s s 1
1 J
C C C
T s n 1
"\
1
I s n 2 2
h s n 3 3il s n 2 2 J
N N C
T s s 1
T s s 1 +
T s s 1 +
T s s 1 +
J
N N c
T s s 1
T s s 1 +
T s n 1 +
I s s,n 2 2
T s s 1 +
T s n 1 +
L/S I
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Eiseley Text LT
P 31
1 . ability has led
2 . range is
3. capacity has 
A. Likeness has led 
5. Thought involves
P 32
1 . civilizations have been
localized and have had
2. They have offered
3. Ideas have been exchanged 
A. way is
5. aspect lies
6 . technology has released
7. "one world" is and
8 . power is
9. men appear 
1 0 . it is
P 33
1. Archeology is
2. I have spoken
3. All had been
A. nothing was yet
5. debris had lain
6 . the waxen fragment...
7. It was and would be
8 . materials had been
subjected
Thus, so 
in turn
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP L/S I
N N C
T s s 1 1
T s s 1 +
T s n 1 +
T s s 1 +
T s s 1 +
N N c
T s s,s 1 1
T s n 1 +
T s s 1 +
T s s 1 +
T s n 1 +
T s s 1 +
T s s 1 +
T s n 1 +
T s n 1 +
T s n 1 +
C N c
J
J
T s n 1 1
R s s 2 2
I s s 3 3
T s s 1 +
R s s 2 2
I 3 3
T n s,s 1 +
R s s 2 2
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P 33 Cont.
9. They had been wrenched, 
boiled, and carried
10. They had assumed
11. They had been defined,
named, and given
1 2 . word had been evoked
P 34
1. Einstein is reported
2. that in the phenomenal... But
would appear
3. dice are being rolled
4. one is
P 35
1 . unexpectedness lingers
2 . narr.: change can be
illustrated
3. problem is
4. (Hertz stated)
P 36
1 . attraction is
2. It implies
3. remark seems
4. age had attacked
5. men may have known
6 . they knew but
BPP LEC VF CPA rs:
C N C
I n n 3 3
I n s 3 3
I n s 3 3
I s n 3 3
C C C
T s s 1 1
T s s 1 +
I s s 2 2
I s s 2 2
N N C
T s n 1 1
T s n 1 +
C N C
T s n 1 1
T s n 1 +
T s n 1 +
T s s 1 +
I s s 2 2
I n s 2 2
L/S  I
J
J
J
J
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Eiseley Text 
P 37
1 . century surveys
2 . that our cosmological...is
3. that some of the power...is
4. mind has soared and
seen
5. We have heard
6 . we are
7. whose immediate
ancestors...
8 . We assume
9. wilderness will subject 
P 38
1 . wilderness (is)
2 . reflection will lead
3. Forays suggest
4. thought is limited
5. tools, problems grow
6 . who would have dreamed
P 39
1. Roman Empire is
2 . it presents
3. machine had expanded
4. lines grew
5. taxes rose
6 . disaffected and alienated
increased
LT
on the other 
hand
but
but
Not so
To take one 
such example
yet
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
N C C
T s s 1
R s n 2 2
R s n 2 2
R s s 2 2
R s n 2 2
R n s 2 2
I 3 3
I n s 3 3
R s s 2 2 J
C C C
T n s 1 o
R s s 2 2
I s s 3 3
£ s s 4 4s s 4 4
s s 5 5
J
N C C
T s s 1 i")
T n n 1 +
R s s 2 2
I s s 3 3
I s n 3 3
I s n 3 3
\
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Eiseley Text LT
P 39 Cont.
7. structure was dying
8 . empire lasted
P 40
1 . what (is true)
2 . word does leap
3. it is
4. space is
5. weapons are
6 . eye is
7. answer is
8 . science is
9. it is
10. It has prevented
1 1 . it has perfected
12. It has abolished
13. it has enabled
P 41
1. Science is
2 . it is dealing
3. Solutions create
4. Solutions multiply
5. like noxious insects...
6 . rate is
7. vibrations can be detected
8 . This is
9. It is represented
10. Contingency has escaped
and flickers
but
in turn 
and
generaliz at ion
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Eiseley Text LT
P 42
1 . one looks back
2. Daddy (you) tell
3. (daughter asked)
4. he realized
5. It was
6 . it was and
7. time was
8 . deal was
9. men could buy but
1 0 . girls were
11. (You see)
1 2 . (he said)
13. fathers could afford
14. They were born
15. narr.: He made
16. monster was
17. dragons were
18. (and voice trailed)
19. nation was
20. He could go on
2 1 . eyes would permit
P 43
1. narr.: I passed
2 . row was erected
3. they were placed
4. to determine was
5. I thought
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
£ C £
T s s 1
I s s 2 2
h n s 3 3
fz s n 3 3
2
n n
I s n 2 2
h s n 3 3
X 2
s s 3 3
X 2
s s 3 3
* 2
s s 3 3
J2 s s 3 3
4 s s 3 3
I s s 2 2
I s n 2 2
I s n 2 2
h s s 3 3
4 s n 3 3
c N £
p s s 2 2
p s n 2 2
s s s 1 1
s s n 1 +
J
L/S I
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Eiseley Text LT
P 44
1 . instrument was
2. I suspect but
3. It was
4. nature contains and has
5. It may provide
6 . they appear
7. that nature...should be
8 . It is
P 45
1 . order is
2 . ours is
3. being lurks
4. This is
5. This is
6 . This is
P 46
1. We are
2. Force maketh
3. (Francis Bacon had written)
4. this is
5. man partakes
6 . that he consider...is
7. man owes
8 . he contains
9. history should prove
10. Waste, marshes lie
11. Shapes had
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
£ £ £
I s n 1 2
I s s 1 2 2
s s 1 1
s s 2 2
I n s 3 3
I s s 3 3
I s s 3 3
T 1
s s Cl + J
N N £
T s n 1
R s n 2 2
R s n 2 2
T s n 1 +
T n n 1 +
T n n 1 + J
N N £
T s n 1 1 ^
T s n 1 +
T s n 1 +
T s n 1 +
T s n 1 +
T s n 1 +
T n n 1 +
T s s 1 +
I s s 2 2
I s s 2
2 J
L/S  I
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Elseley Text 
P 47
1 . the discovery is
2. (Emerson had noted)
3. discovery is called
4. we suspect
5. We have learned
6 . Wisdom should be
7. aspect will have been
revealed
8 . It lies
9. light and shadows are
projected
1 0 . that the organic...is
11. We have learned
1 2 . (thinker exclaimed)
13. that the Unseen...is
14. man achieves
LT
Ever afterwards 
for
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
N N C
T s s 1 1
T n s 1 +
T s s 1 +
R n s 2 2
T s s 1 +
T s s 1 +
L/S I
n
s
s
s
s
n
1
2
1
1
1
1
+
2
+
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ORWELL Text LT
P 1
1 . people would admit
2. That we cannot...is assumed but
3. civilization is
4. language must share and
5. that any struggle...follows
6 . belief lies
P 2
1. That the decline is Now
2 . it is
3. effect can become
4. man may take
5. thing is
6 . It becomes
7. slovenliness makes
8 . point is
9. Modern English is
10. One can think
1 1 . to think is
12. aside: I will come and I
hope
13. narr.: specimens are Meanwhile 
P 3
1 . passages have been picked
out
2. I could have quoted
3. They are, but are
4. aside: I number
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
N N C
T 1
T s s 1 +
R s s 2 2
R s s 2 2
R s s 2 2
T s n 1 +
£ N C
T s n 1 1
T n n 1 +
T s s 1 +
I s n 2 2
I s s 2 2
s n 3 34 s n 3 3
T s n 1 1
I s n 2 2
h s s 3 3A s s 3 3
N C C
T s s 1 1
T s s 1 +
R s s 2 2
L/S I
conelu s ion— j udgment
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Orwell Text LT BPP LSC VF CPA RSP L/S I
P 3 Cont.
5. (quote)
6 . (quote)
7. (quote)
8 . (quote)
9. (quote)
P 4 N
J
1. Each has T s n 1 1 ~^
2 . qualities are but T s n 1 +
3. f irst is first R s n 2 2
4. other is other R s n 2 2
5. writer has and can express
R 2
s n,s 3 3
6 . he says or 4 n s 3 37. he is 4 n n 3 3
8 . mixture is R2 s n 2 2
9. concrete melts r2 s n 3 3
1 0 . no one seems and 4 s n 3 3
1 1 . prose consists
12. aside: I list
P 5
4
N
s n 3
N
3
J
C
1 . metaphor assists T s n 1
2 . dump is But T s n 1 +
3. Examples are Examples I s n 3 3
4. Many are used R n s 2 2
5. metaphors are mixed and R n n 2 2
6 . metaphors have been 
twisted
R n s 2 2
7. toe the line is written For example I s s 3 3 \ /
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P 5 Cont.
8 . example Is
9. it is
1 0 . writer would be, and would 
avoid
P 6
1. These save, and pad
2 . phrases are
3. keynote is
4. such as break, etc.
5. verb becomes
6 . such as prove, etc.
7. passive voice is used
8 . constructions are used
9. by examination of, etc.
1 0 . range is cut down
1 1 . statements are
1 2 . conjunctions and
prepositions are replaced
13. such phrases as with
respect to,etc.
14. ends are served
15. such...as greatly to be
desired,etc.
P 7
1 . words are used
2 . like phenomenon,etc.
3. Adjectives are used
4. like epoch-making.etc.
LT
Another example
In addition 
and
further
and
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
N N £
I s s 3 3
I s n 3 3
R s s 2 2
J
L/S  I
N N C
T s s 1 1
I s n 3 3
R s n 2 2
I 3 3
R s n 2 2
1 3 3
R s s 2 2
R s n 2 2
I 3 3
R s n 2 2
R s s 2 2
R s s 2 2
I 3 3
R s n 2 2
I 3 3
N N C
R s n 2 2
I 3 3
R s n 2 2
I 3 3
J
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P 7 Cont.
5. writing takes on
6 . words being: realm,etc.
7. words and expressions are
used
8 . such as cul de sac,etc.
9. need is
10. Except for...abbreviations
i.e., etc.
1 1 . writers are haunted
1 2 . words gain
13. like expedite»etc.
14. jargon consists
15. (hyena, etc.)
16. way is
17. to make up words is
18. (deregionalize,etc.)
19. result is
P 8
1. To come across...is
2. Words are
3. like romantic, etc.
4. reader accepts
5. If words like black and
white
6 . he would see
7. words are abused
8 . word Fascism has
9. words democracy, etc., have 
1 0 . definition is
but
in general
Similarly comparison
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Orwell Text 
P 8  Cont.
1 1 . attempt is resisted
1 2 . that when we call... is
13. defenders claim and fear
14. words are used
15. person has but allows
16. statements are
17. words are
P 9
1 . you let
2 . it must be
3. I am going
4. verse is
5. (quote)
6 . it is
7. (quote)
P 10
1. This is
2. Exhibit (3) contains
3. That I...will be seen
4. beginning and ending
follow
5. illustrations dissolve
6 . race, etc.
7. "success or failure..."
8 . This had to be
9. phrases like "objective
consideration"
LT
but
consequently 
That is 
other
for instance 
but
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
N N C
Z 2
s s 3 3
Z3 s s 4 4
Z3 s n 4 4T s s 1 1
R s s 2 2
I s n 3 3
I s n 3 3
C C C
T s s 1 1
R s s 2 2
I s s 3 3
Z 2
s s 4 4
Z 2
s n 4 4
L/S  I
y
^ from semantic to 
intention
J
J
N N C
T s n 1 1
R s n 2 2
R s s 2 2
I s s 3 3
I s n 3 3
* 2
4 4
4 4
r- s s 2 2
i 3 3
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Orwell Text 
P 10 Coat.
1 0 . tendency is
11. aside: (You) analyze
12. First contains
13. all are
14. second contains
15. eighteen are
16. sentence contains
17. second contains
18. it gives
19. kind is
20. aside: I do want
2 1 . kind is
2 2 . outcrops will occur
23. we should come
P 11
1 . writing does consist
2 . It consists
3. attraction is
4. to say...is
5. you do have
6 . you do have
7. (when) you are composing
8 . to fall is
9. Tags will save
1 0 . like a consideration
which we...
1 1 . you save
1 2 . This is
13. aim is
LT
first
and
second
first
second
and
for instance
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
N N C
T s s 1 +
I s n 2 2
I s n 2 2
I s n 2 2
I s n 2 2
I s n 2 2
I s n 2 2
I n n 2 2
T s n 1 1
R n n 2 2
R s s 2 2
T s s 1 +
N N C
T s s 1
T n s 1 +
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Orwell Text 
P 11 Cont.
14. that the writer...can be
taken
15. as in The Fascist Octopus...
16. he is thinking
17. aside: (You) Look
18. Professor Laski (1) uses
19. One is
2 0 . slip is
21. Professor Hogben (2) plays
and is
22. (3) is
23. one could work out
24. writer knows
25. accumulation chokes
26. words and meaning have
parted
27. People have
28. they dislike and want
29. they are
30. writer will ask
31. I am trying
32. words will express
33. image or idiom will make
34. image is
35. he will ask
36. I could put
37. I have said
38. you are
39. you can shirk
40. They will construct
41. they will perform
in other words
in addition
but
but
and
but
BPP LEC VF CPA
N N
R s s 2
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R n s 2
I s s 2
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Orwell Text LT BPP LEC VF CPA RSI
P 11 Cont. N N £
42. that the special T s s 1 1
connection...is
P 12 N N C
1 . writing is R s n 2 2
2. That the writer...will be R s s 2 2
found
3. Orthodoxy seems R s s 2 2
4. dialects do vary I s s 3 3
5. they are but I n s 3 3
6 . (when) one watches b 4 47. one has I2 s s 3 3
8 . a feeling which b 4 49. aside: this is Z
1 0 . speaker has gone I s s 3 3
1 1 . horses are coming out b s s 4 4
1 2 . brain is but 4 s s 4 413. he may be 4 s s 4 414. state is And R2 s s 2 2
P 13 N N C
1 . speech and writing are R s n 2 2
2. Things can be defended I s s 3 3
3. language has Thus R s s 2 2
4. villages are bombarded I s s 3 3
5. inhabitants driven out I s n 3 3
6 . cattle machine-gunned I s n 3 3
7. huts set I s n 3 3
8 . this is called I n n 3 3
9. millions are robbed I s n 3 3
"N
L/S I
conclusion and 
connection
from method to intention
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Orwell Text 
P 13 Cont.
1 0 . this is called
11. People are imprisoned or
shot or sent
1 2 . this is called
13. phraseology is needed
14. (you) consider
15. He can say
16. he will say
' P 14
1 . (quote)
P 15
1 . style is
2 . mass falls
3. enemy is
4. one turns
5. thing is
6 . issues are
7. politics is
8 . language must suffer
9. I should expect 
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P 17
1 . stay can be and is
2 . not understanding...
3. Tourists make for
4. they swarm
5. they invade, visit
6 . they window shop and
7. they have
8 . you run across But
9. a young couple,..
1 0 . place has been
1 1 . they sit
P 18
1 . sketch is
2 . It's (is)
3. I'd (would) but
4. I have
5. city is
6 . districts and units are
7. Chelsea...
8 . Radio City is
9. thing is But
1 0 . neighborhood is
1 1 . it is
1 2 . area is
13. you will find Thus
14. main street is
15. man starts
16. he has completed
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17. (he has) bought, left,
picked up, ordered, 
written, notified
18. he buys
19. neighborhood is
2 0 . sense (is)
21. (You) Let
2 2 . he is and will feel
P 19
1 . storekeepers are
2 . friend moved
3. proprietor was
4. I was
5. away was
P 20
1. I am
2 . summertime is
3. city contains
4. dwellers are
5. town has And
6 . one can lie and
P 21
1. I've (have) been
remembering
2 . giants were
3. I burned
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4. because I was on the I 3 3
same island...
5. I would hang I n s 3 3
6 . typewriter is I s s 3 3
7. narr.: New York gave
8 . it sustained but T s s 1 +
9. I used I s n 2 2  J
1 0 . block seemed and I s n 2 2  S
1 1 . excitation is T s s 1 1
1 2 . city is I s n 2 2 J
P 22 £ £ £
1. New York provides T n n 1 1 ^
2. narr.: I wander
3. narr.: It is
4. narr.: I turn
5. sounds come I s n 2 2
6 . Cort Theater is I s n 2 2
7. block is filled I s s 2 2
8 . He approaches I s s 2 2
9. He carries and is I n n 2 2J
P 23 £ N £
1. This is T s n 1 1 ^
2 . audience has received T s n 1 +
and is
3. Coins rattle I s n 2 2
4. few minutes improves and I s n 2 2
5. he has I s n 2 2  v
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6 . New York is
7. (they say)
8 . mounted cop scans
P 24
1. It is
2. I reexamine
3. crowd (is)
4. proprietor sees
5. It is
6 . (it is) how dark, how
pleasing, how beautiful
7. owner mixes
8 . fans intone
9. conversation drifts
1 0 . taste comes
1 1 . intellectual is trying
12. She has
13. he is but
14. combination is
15. (he feels)
16. I can see
17. he has Then
18. she has and
19. argument has lost and
20. fan (and heat and And
relaxed air and memory) 
takes over
2 1 . memory of so many good and
(takes over)
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1. narr.: I stop off
2. people are I
3. wind stirs I
4. lights illuminate I
5. plane passes I
6 . boy sits 1
7. they are and are swathed I
8 . cornetist steps, begins I
9. horn is I
10. solo begins Then I
11. She is I
12. she is I
13. trumpeter flinches I
14. horns quarrel I
15. no one minds . . but I
16. I leave I
17. (sobs Mary)
18. I will pledge And I
19. (trumpeter sighs)
20. strollers pass I
21. they behave I
22. Popsicles are I
23. forms wriggle I
24. skirts are ballooned and I
25. shoulders catch and I
26. (You) Drink I
27. It is
28. it's (is) and
P 26 C
1. town empties T
2. narr.: I visit
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3. phone rings
4. no one feeds
5. no one disturbs
6 . it is
7. city is
8 . bell rings
9. This is
10. I stand
1 1 . every cell lighted...
12. New York, the capital...
P 27
1 . regulars sit and talk
2. It is
3. I stare
4. buildings have
5. cafe is
6 . waiters are
7. they change
8 . Nothing has been
modernized
9. Notre Dame stands 
1 0 . coffee is
P 28
1. (You) Walk
2 . all is and
3. you try
4. you try
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5. This is
6 . drunks sleep
7. sidewalk is
8 . lice are and
9. Pedestrians step
1 0 . bums lie
1 1 . bottle is
1 2 . bag is
13. barker tells
14. Bowery does think but
15. it meets
16. plenty of gin mills...
P 29
1 . atmosphere changes
2 . poverty and bad housing
are
3. sobriety and safety (are) but
4. narr.: I head
5. All is
6 . shops overflow
7. watermelons and lingerie
gleam
8 . Families have fled and
have found
9. They sit
10. This is
1 1 . they are
12. It is
13. with the smell...
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P 30
1 . dance is going on
2 . some sort...
3. Women push
4. pants and bras stream
5. music stops
6 . girl takes and stands
7. cop watches
P 31
1. Consolidated Edison
Company says
2 . company is and
3. races, religions,
nationalities are 
represented
4. figures are
5. they change
6 . to say...is
7. nationalities are
8 . The Urban League of Greater
New York estimates
9. 500,000 live
1 0 . population has increased
1 1 . half again are
12. Puerto Ricans are
13. Irish are Germans (are)
14. Russians, English, Poles
are
15. quantities are
16. to say...is
H 
H
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17. twelve thousand are
18. Chinese are
P 32
1 . collisions and
intermingling make
2 . citizens are
3. city has
4. it would explode
5. town would blow up
6 . problem smoulders
7. thing is
8 . Harlem is
9. Harlem symbolizes
1 0 . life lacks
11. Negroes ride
1 2 . they have found
13. Negroes get on
14. going is
15. principle lives
16. owners can and do exclude
17. buildings must accept however
P 33
1 . city is
2 . it (neither) looks (nor)
feels
3. railways have been pulled
down
4. old-timer misses
but
otherwise
but
and
yet
but
but
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5. Broadway has changed I s s 3 3
6 . It used b s s 4 47. signs are but 4 s s 4 4
8 , buildings and shops and 4 s s 4 4
hotels have disappeared
9. Broadway is b s s 4 4
1 0 . light is i2 s n 3 3
1 1 . apartments have come in i s s 3 3
1 2 . bars are and b s s 4 413. traces are 
P 34
But 4
N
s n 4
N
4
C
1. Grand Central has become I s s 3 3
2. narr.: I lived
3. narr.: it has
4. narr.: I had
5. hall seemed 
P 35
and I
N
n s 3
N
3
C
1 . mansions are I s s 3 3
2. (Schwab's) house is b s s 4 4
3. (Gould's) house is 4 s s 4 44. (Morgan's) house is 4 s n 4 4
5. What was once...is 4 s n 4 4
6 . men do live i2 s s 3 3
7. they live and plant i n s 3 3
L/S I
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P 36
1 . newspapers are
2. One misses
3. life has seemed and
P 37
1 . police ride
2 . ride costs
3. seats are
4. men go
5. It is
6 . parades have changed
7. procession filled
P 38
1 . slums are giving way
2 . couple are
3. each is
4. one accommodates
5. money, money, money, and 
money have flowed
6 . Banks and companies are
7. Architects have turned
8 . rents are
9. Thousands are and will
1 0 . New York catches up, is but
1 1 . population mushrooms
1 2 . dwellings sprout and
13. population scatters and
14. lofts are abandoned and
15. landlord withers and dies and
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1. New York has changed
2 . tension is
3. irritability (is)
4. aside: you encounter
5. frustrations are multiplied
and amplified
6 . run contains
7. the light...
8 . tension is
9. speed is and
10. Taxis roll
1 1 . they were rolling and
12. Hackmen used
13. they seem now
14. motorist is swept along
P 40
1 . city has been
2. Money has been
3. New York has responded and
4. Restaurants are
5. businessmen stand
6 . Prosperity creates
7. hour has been shoved
8 . Everyone is
9. Apartments are festooned
10. Standing-room-only is
1 1 . double-deckers are
disappearing
1 2 . people do ride
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1 . to find...is
2 . deal is and
3. You grab and open and find
4. Doormen grow
5. Doormen belong and
6 . city is
7. New Yorkers do crave but
8 . they would live
P 42
1 . change is
2 . city is
3. flight can end, burn,
crumble, turn, cremate
4. intimation is
5. in the sound...
P 43
1 . dwellers must live
2 . fact is
3. New York has
4. New York must hold
P 44
1. that the Statue...used to
be
2. Liberty shares
3. men are carving
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4. New York takes on
5. New York is
6 . it is
7. it is But
8 . buildings will be
9. Traffic will flow
10. Forty-Seventh Street will
be widened
1 1 . trucks will appear and
1 2 . city will absorb
13. It has
14. many have been
15. citizenry has and
P 45
1 . it sticks
2 . city illustrates
3. riddle is
P 46
1 . tree is
2 . It is
3. it symbolizes
4. (I think)
5. This must be
6 . all would go
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P 1
1 . lines are
2 . miles are
3. line is
4. lines are planned
5. lines will crisscross
6 . Electricity will be
carried
P 2
1 . line is
2 . water will flow
3. same is same
4. It is transmitted
5. power (is) carried
6 . current (is) lost
P 3
1. We've (have) come
2 . lines carry
3. they represent
4. Plans are
5. understanding has advanced
6 . lines are designed
7. Evidence is accumulating
8 . hypertension...
9. lines are
10. Crops have shown
1 1 . wires can cause
and
But
however
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P 4
1. narr.: Robert Becker has
been researching
2 . he said
3. anything from increased...
4. studies showed
5. Dr. Becker believes
P 5
1 . companies do take
2. Russians do (take) but
3. investigators studied
4. all had
5. workers complained
6 . symptoms occurred
P 6
1. Russians have instituted
2. Workers must be protected
3. Workers may spend
4. Conditions extend
5. use is and
6 . companies promote
P 7
1 . representative has learned
2. absence would prove But
3. efforts would be
4. complaints (would be)
5. public might know But
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P 8
1. Dr. Marino called for
2. Marino thinks
P 9
1 . companies have put
2. Electric Power Research
Institute is conducting
3. it has produced but
4. report relied
5. data were cited
6 . controls were employed nor
7. study is used yet
P 10
1 . companies concede
2 . they insist but
3. Farmers think
4. It's (is)
5. (one said)
6 . He stated
7. I would send
8 . (he added)
P 11
1 . companies can ground
2 . companies suggest also
3. farmers have found But
4. Farmers must take
5. buses have
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6 . People must be warned 
P 12
1 . shocks are
2 . threshold is
3. tractor-trailer would be
subj ected
4. bus (would be subjected)
5. Russians have recommended
6 . clearances would be needed
P 13
1 . guidelines have been set
2 . routes should avoid
3. Where then...
4. companies want
5. farmlands are and offer and
6 . companies will buy
P 14
1. that 30 miles...is 
estimated
P 15
1 . towers are
2 . leg is
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P 16
1 . vehicles and roads compact
2 . to restore...can take
3. patterns may change
P 17
1. Farmers have noted
2 . height is affected
3. ears do mature but
4. Cattle lose
5. capacity has been altered
6 . they are going
P 18
1 . lines produce
2 . noise sounds
3. companies have said
4. figures show
5. others say but
6 . one must shout
P 19
1 . expert says
2 . effect is known
3. Americans are exposed
4. evidence shows
*implied topic
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1. Building...would reduce
2. Cables are made
3. They consist
4. circuit is composed
P 21
1 . utilities will build
2 . companies have come
3. commissions demand
P 22
1 . alternatives are
2 . we should delay
P 23
1 . lines are used
2. Locating...would eliminate
3. Advocates call
4. problem is
5. cities should be allowed But 
P 24
1 . lines are and may be 
designed
P 25
1 . utilities will argue
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2 . interties permit 
P 26
1 . planning would create
2 . research and investment is
3. superconductors could make
and eliminate
4. towers can be designed
5. hazards can be reduced
P 27
1. answer is But
2 . companies have
3. they sell
4. they make
P 28
1. Forecasts should be made
2. We should insist
3. We should support
4. We can resist
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GOLDWIN Text LT
P 1
1 . Institutions are
2 . all will be saved
3. all deserve and
A. schools are
5. We have
P 2
1. institutions are But
threatened
2. They are doing
3. they are caught but
A. Raising tuition does
bring in
5. enrollment goes down for
6 . amount goes up
7. Schools are
8 . They lose
9. they can go and
1 0 . college is
1 1 . that has
P 3
1. I worry
2. Enrollment is
3. they may go 
A. Efforts are
5. basis is
6 . Examples abound Examples
7. Anyone can name
BPP LEC VF CPA RSI
N N C
T 1
T n s 1 +
T n s 1 +
I s n 2 2
T s n 1 +
N C C
Ti s s 1
R n n 2 2
R n n 2 2
I s s 3 3
I s s 3 3
I s n 3 3
R s n 2 2
I n n 3 3
I n s 3 3
T 1
n s Cl +
T 1
s n Cl +
N N £
T s n 1 1
I s n 2 2
I s s 2 2
T s s 1 1
R s n 2 2
I s n 3 3
I s s 3 3
L/S  I
conclusion and judgment
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Goldwin Text LT
P 3 Cont.
8 . that public...is
9. diversity is
10. Diversity tends
1 1 . uniformity could be
1 2 . diversity is
13. supporters know
P 4
1. Diversity is
2. (You) Let But
3. public elements and
private elements are
4. programs are designed
5. public has
6 . reason is and so
7. skills are But
8 . aspect gives
9. We get 
1 0 . he gets
P 5
1. element might be called Another
2 . function is
3. citizens must be skilled
4. We are
5. way is and 
P 6
1 . public has
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
N N C
R s s 2 2
R s n 2 2
r 2
n n 3 3
R2 s s 2 2
R s s 2 2
R s n 2 2 )
C C C
T s n 1 1 ^
T s s 1 +
T s s 1 +
I s s 2 2
I s s 2 2
I s n 2 2
I s n 2 2
I s n 2 2
I 2
s n 3 3
Z2 s n 3 3  )
C C C
, -NT s s 1 1
R s s 2 2
I s s 2 2
s s 3 3
I2 s n 2 2
N C C
R s n 2 2  \
L/S I
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Goldwin Text LT BPP LEC VF CPA RS!
P 6  Cont. N C C
2 . citizens benefit I n n 3 3
3. business is P s n 2 2
4. I think S s n 2 2
5. Undergraduates should S s s 2 2
inquire
P 7 N c C
1 . element is third T s s 1 1
2. Some call R s n 2 2
3. I call R s n 2 2
4. I mean R n n 2 2
5. We do think R s s 2 2
6 . skills are but R s s 2 2
P 8 N N C
1 . narr.: story is
2 . (man asked)
3. I shall gain But P s s 2 2
P 9 N N C
1 . (you) consider S s s 2 2
2. (He might have said)
3. (you) learn
S 2
n n 3 3
4. you will learn and 4 n s 3 35. you will have and be able 4 n n 3 3
6 . you will have And 4 n n 3 37. theorem starts 4 s s 3 3
8 . Euclid might have said 4 s s 3 3
L/S  I
theoretical answers to 
questions
\k
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Goldwin Text 
P 10
1. (Euclid turned and said)
2. (You) Give
P 11
1 . he should have given
2 . guess is
3. Euclid hoped
P 12
1. We call
2. We discover
3. We find
4. We can make
5. Skills are called
P 13
1. Terrel H. Bell gave
2. He said
3. (he said)
4. law is
5. he did feel
6 . I write
P 14
1 . message was
2 . college is
3. duty is
4. We are facing
LT
Instead
for
In fact 
But
of course
BPP LEC VF CPA 
N N
s s s 2
c N
p s s 1
s s s 1
s s s 1
N C
T s s 1
R n n 2
R n n 2
R n n 2
R s s 2
N N
T s s 1
R n n 2
R s s 2
R s s 2
T s s 1
N C
T s s 1
R s s 2
R s n 2
I s s 3
L/S I
change of speaker
conclusion
RSP
C
2
C
1
+
+ J
£
o
2
2
2
2 J
C
2
2
2
+ J
C
o
2
2
3 4/
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Goldwin Text 
P 14 Cont.
5. To send...is
6 . to delude...is
7. we give
8 . graduates will experience 
P 15
1. that Commissioner...would
seem
2. I do think
3. I think
4. schools are
5. I agree
P 16
1 . problem is
2 . skills are
3. skills are
4. they have been and might be
5. skills are
6 . charts indicate
7. skills are
P 17
1 . difficulty is
2 . effort will be
3. we can be
4. way is
But
But
but
another example
first
But
and
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
N C C
I s s 3 3
I s n 3 3
R s n 2 2
R s s 2 2 J
N £ C
T s s 1 1 ^ 1
T s s 1 +
R n s 2 2
I s n 3 3
R s n 2 2 J
N C C
T s n Tl
P s n 1 +
S n n 2 2
S n s 2 2
S n s 2 2
S s n 2 2
S s n 2 2 J
N C C
T s n 1 1 ^ 1
P s s 1 +
S s s 2 2
S s s 2 2 J
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Goldwin Text LT
P 18
1 . school is
2 . they have been cheated
3. they have (not) been But
cheated
4. they will find
5. that those humanizing.,.
might turn out
6 . Flexibility is
7. People can learn
8 . That is
9. Learning to learn is 
P 19
1 . more is
2 . many earn but
3. skills are
P 20
1 . education is
2 . we ought
3. We ought
P 21
1 . college must set
2. It must strive
3. we are doing And
4. that is
BPP
£
LEC VF CPA
<:
RSP
C
T s n 1
R s s 2 2
R n n 2 2
I n s 3 3
I s s 3 3
I s n 3 3
h s s 4 4
X 2
s s 4 4
r s n 3 3
C C C
T s n 1 l^i
T s n 1 +
I s n 2 2 J
N N C
T s n 1 1 ^|
T s s 1 +
T n s 1 + J
N N c
T s s 1 1*^1
T n n 1 +
T s s 1 +
T s s 1 +
J
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G o ldw in  T e x t LT
P 22
1. We have known
2. We have known
3. America can survive
4. else can hold
5. studies are
BPP LEC VF CPA
N C
T s s 1
T n n 1
P s s 2
P s n 2
S s s Cl
RSP L/S  I
C
0
2  conclusion
177
Reproduced 
with 
perm
ission 
of the 
copyright ow
ner. 
Further reproduction 
prohibited 
w
ithout perm
ission.
MOUSTAKAS Text
P 1
1. I have experienced
2. I lived
3. I tried
4. I had to face
P 2
1. I began
2. We were told
3. We were warned
4. he informed
P 3
1 . we were
2. We experienced
P 4
1 . peace or rest was
2. I was forced
3. report was
P 5
1. Visions were
2. I roamed
3. that I first...was
4. I was overcome
5. she might survive
6 . possibility would haunt
7. It was
LT
but
first
At the same time
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
C C C
T 1 1 ^ 1
T n s 1 +
I n n 2 2
I n n 2 2 J
C iC C
T n n 1 1 ^
I s s 2 2
I n n 2 2
I s s 2 2 J
N N C
P s n 1 1 ^|
P n n 1 +
N N c
P s n 2 2
£
*2
s s 3 3
s s 3 3
N N C
?2 s n 3 3s n 2 2
P s n 2 2
P s s 2 2
£
p 2
s s 3 3
s n 3 3
s s 2 2  J
L/S I
exemplification of 
worry
exemplification of 
indecision
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Moustakas Text LT
P 5 Cont.
8 . I could share
9. I felt
1 0 . existence was absorbed
1 1 . one understood
1 2 . loneliness aroused
P 6
1 . decision was made
2. We explained
3. She accepted
P 7
1 . time was filled
2 . loneliness occurred but 
P 8
1. I stood
2. Kerry lay
3. light reflected
4. shots, tubes, incision
were
5. I do know
6 . mind was
7. she looked
8 . tears were
9. boy is crying
1 0 . (she asked)
11. I looked
BPP LEC 
N
VF CPA RSP L/S I
P
P.
N
S
S
S
s
n
s
s
s
s
s
s
s
s
s
s
n
s
s
n
2
3
3
3
1
N
1
1
1
2 ^  
3 
3 
3
i
+
+
result
N
T
T
I
I
I
I
1
Io
s
s
n
n
n
n
s
s
n
n
s
1
1
N
2
2
2
2
2
3
3
3
2
1 ^  
-h
2
2
2
2
2
3
3
3
2
beginning of narrative 
after generalization
179
Reproduced 
with 
perm
ission 
of the 
copyright ow
ner. 
Further reproduction 
prohibited 
without perm
ission.
Moustakas Text 
P 8  Cont.
12. I knew
13. I saw
P 9
1 . eyes were transfixed,
glued
2. Waiting...
3. Waiting...
4. Waiting.
5. one was
6 . He was
7. people moved
8 . cars hurried
9. address blared out
1 0 . aides shouted
1 1 . child sat up
12. Waiting.
13. I knew
14. He was
15. tears slipped down
16. I could say
17. She wept
18. She did expect
P 10
1. I entered
2. I stood
3. words came
4. I know
LT
then
then
change of point of view- 
different person
action by different 
person
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Moustakas Text 
P 10 Cont.
5. no one (is) ' s
6 . No one (is)
7. Mama has left
8 . He burst
9. grief was
1 0 . agony burst
1 1 . nurse entered
12. She glared
13. (She spoke)
14. (you) see
15. you do leave
16. (she spoke)
17. you know
18. she left
19. she told
20. All will bring
21. (You) Stop
22. (You) Stop
23. You're (are) keeping
24. (You) Lie down
25. (You) Go
26. mother will come
27. I stood
28. I followed
P 11
1. (I said)
2. You can leave
3. He is
4. He feels
LT
Then
H 
H
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP L/S  I
N
I
I
I
I
I
I
2
s n
2
n n
2
s s
2
s s
s n
s n
2
s n
2
n n
I s s
I n s
h n s
I2
s s
I2
n n
I s s
X 2
s s
CM 
H 
1 n n
2
n s
CM 
W 
1
n s
T2
n n
I s s
h s s
2
N
n n
I s s
I s s
N
3
3
3
3
2
2
3
3
2
2
3
3
3
2
3
3
3
3
3
2
3
3
N
3
3
3
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2
3
3
2
2
3
3
3
2
3
3
3
3
3
2
3
3
change of speaker
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M oustakas T e x t LT
P 11 Cont.
5. He will harbor
6 . (You) Go back
7. (You) Tell
8 . (You) Hold
9. (You) Say
10. (She answered)
11. I can
12. I have
13. (I suggested)
14. (You) Tell
15. nurse returned
16. She spoke
17. I'm (am)
18. I must give out
19. I'll (will) be back but
2 0 . this will help
2 1 . she handed and 
P 12
1. I could see
2 . moment was
3. tears continued
4. I knew
5. just as I would forget 
P 13
1. I had been forced
2 . voice asked for
3. I had stated and told
4. lips were But
change of point of view- 
different person
new experience of 
loneliness
experience of daughter
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Moustakas Text LT BPP LEC VF CPA RSP L/S  I
P 13 Cont.
5 , She had been
N
h s s
N
3
£
3
6 . I felt too 4 s s 3 3
7. I wanted and had refrained I2 n n,s 2 2
8 . I felt and worked n s 3 3
9. thought existed 4 s n 3 3
10. She returned hut 4 s n 3 3
1 1 . hours passed 4 s n 3 3
1 2 . moment arrived and i2 s n 2 2
13. surgeon ordered X2 s n 3 314. She drank 4 s n 3 2
15. I was i2 s n 2 2
P 14
1 . t ime was.
N
I s n
N
2
£
2
2. I was I s n 2 2
3. I felt I n n 2 2
4. aura settled and I n n 2 2
5. I stared n n 3 3
6 . I do know 4 n s 3 3
7. terror overcame but s s 2 2
8 . I felt i s n 2 2
9. I was i n n 2 2
10. Something was i s n 2 2
11. I could understand i s s 2 2
1 2 . something seemed hut i s s 2 2
P 15
1. I noticed
N
h s n
N
3
£
3
2 . arms pulled away I
2
s n 3 3
experience of father
alarm (tone)
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Moustakas T e x t LT
P 15 Cont.
3. body grew
4. She went
5. I realized
6 . being was
7. She began
8 . I slipped, shouted, and
urged
9. nurse looked in and left
10. I stroked and whispered
1 1 . she moved away but
12. I had
13. I experienced In those
moments
14. body writhed
15. I paced and stretched
and turned
16. feeling was
17. She was
18. She was
19. I tried
20. I whispered
21. It's (is)
22. I'm (am)
23. I won't (will) leave
24. I'm (am)
25. She opened
26. sounds issued
27. She screamed
28. (I answered)
29. It's (is)
30. It's (is)
31. I'm (am)
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP L/S I
N
$?
s n
N
3
C
3
s n 3 3
r s n 2 2
2I
2
s n 3 3
s n 3 3
s n 3 3
£
I2
I2
s n 3 3
s n 3 3
s n 3 3
s n 3 3
n n 2 2
X 2
X 2
s n 3 3
s n 3 3
I s n 2 2
I s n 2 2
I n n 2 2
I s n 2 2
£
I2
I2
I2
I2I2
4
n n 3 3
s s 3 3
s n 3 3
n s 3 3
n s 3 3
s s 3 3
s n 3 3
s n 3 3
^2
^2
2
s s 3 3
n n 3 3
s n 3 3 ''Y
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Moustakas Text LT BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
Cont. P 15 
32. I'm (am)
N
h n n
N
3
C
3
33. body was I2 s s 2 2
34. She jerked, flailed and Io s n 3 3
tried
35. I was T? s n 3 3
36. She was I2 s n 2 2
37. she thought n n 3 3
38. muscles were s n 3 3
39. mouth was s n 3 3
40. stretching and movement i2 s n 2 2
continued
P 16
1 . surgeon arrived, took and At last
N
I s n
N
2
C
2
shouted
2. I'll (will) have I s s 2 2
3. word "shot" struck T s s 1 +
4. She tried I s n 2 2
5. sound came but I s n 2 2
6 . she shook I s n 2 2
7. cry came Then I s n 2 2
8 . I continued T s n 1 +
9. walls were I s n 2 2
1 0 . doctor asked I s n 2 2
11. I refused but I s n 2 2
12. I knew T n n 1 +
13. eyes were I s n 2 2
14. She continued I s n 2 2
15. nurse pushed I s n 2 2
16. amount had been injected I s s 2 2
L/S  I
diagnosis and action
N /
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Moustakas Text 
P 16 Cont.
17. moaning continued
18. word rang out
19. She held
2 0 . moans and motions and
cries resumed
21. I held
22. She looked
23. eyes were
24. (I whispered)
25. I know
26. I could feel
27. I knew
28. I knew
29. I wanted
30. she could (feel)
31. She was
32. It was
33. nothing was
34. voice ripped
P 17
1 . it was finished
2 . nurse put up
3. she and surgeon left
4. Kerry and I were
5. cries and movements
continued
6 . All was
7. I tried
8 . she stiffened, screamed
and moved
and
and then
but
but
At last 
Then
but
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP L/S  I
N
I s s
I s n
I s n
I s n
I s n
I s n
I s n
I s s
n
n
n
n
s
s
n
n
I s s
I n s
I s n
I s n
I s n
N
I s s
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I n n
I s n
T s n
I s n
I s n
I s n
N
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2
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father's reaction
J 186
Reproduced 
with 
perm
ission 
of the 
copyright ow
ner. 
Further reproduction 
prohibited 
without perm
ission.
Moustakas Text LT
P 17 Cont.
9. I wanted
10. I wanted
11. I wanted
12. I repeated so
13. My darling...
14. My sweet...
15. I'm (am)
16. Right here.
17. Daddy is
18. I will (won't) leave
19. Not ever
20. Not ever
P 18
1 . she fell
2. I left
3. I stood
4. I tried
5. I could (express) but
6 . It remained
7. mass rose
8 . I choked and sputtered and
9. muscles tightened and
1 0 . mouth closed
1 1 . sounds were shut off
1 2 . experience settled and
13. way was
14. It was
15. I felt
BPP LEC VF CP/
N N
P s n 1
P n n 1
P n n 1
S n n 2
S 2
s 2
s n s 2
s 2
s s n 2
s s s 2
s 2
s 2
N N
I s s 2
I s n 2
T n n 1
I n n 2
I n s 2
I s s 2
I s n 2
I s n 2
I s n 2
I s n 2
I s s 2
I s s 2
T s n 1
T s n 1
T s n 1
L/S  I
reflection on rejection
conclusion
RSP
C
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2
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2
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Moustakas Text 
P 19
1 . she remembered
2 . she did remember
3. I realize
4. horror is
5. it does mean
P 20
1. Kerry remained
2 . she was recovered
3. nightmares and terrors
continued
P 21
1 . we left
2. I had
3. that I felt...was
4. I began
5. I began
6 . 1  began
7. the birth...
8 . we must go
P 22
1 . one is cut off
2 . experiencing gives
3. It can be
4. It may be
5. it brings
Later
but
but
in the end
But
yet
BPP
N
I
I
S
P
P
C
I
T
T
N
I
I
T
T
R
R
I
R
N
T
T
T
T
T
LEC VF CPA
N
RSP
C
s n 2 2
n s 2 2 J
s s 1 1  S
s n 2 2
s s 2
N
2 J
C
s s 2 2 ^
n s 1 1
s s 1 + J
N C
s n 2 o
s n 2 2
s n 1
1  J
s n 1 i s
n n 2 2
n n 2 2
3 3
s s 2 2  ,
N C
s s 1 1
s s 1 +
s s 1 +
n n 1 +
n s 1 + J
L/S I
imagining loneliness in 
different situation—  
surgery
conclusion
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NEWMAN Text
P 1
1 . examination has become
2 . the polling...
3. Polling has become
4. It may distort
5. by contributing-••
6 . defeat may be softened
7. victory may be made or
turned
P 2
1. Muskie was
2. He became
3. you could hear
4. percentage was compared
5. it was
6 . (you) ask
7. it polls
P 3
1. Muskie did go
2 . poll was
3. it was
4. Elections are held 
P 4
1 . poll has
2 . evidence is
3. explanation is
4. justification is
LT
example
but
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
N N £
T 1 1 ^
I 2 2
T s n 1 +
R n s 2 2
I 3 3
R s n 2 2
R s n 2 2
J
N N C
T s s 1 l^j
T n n 1 +
I s s 2 2
I s s 2 2
T n s 1 +
R s s 2 2
R s n 2 2 J
C N C
P s s 1
S s n 1 +
S n n 1 4*
S s s 1 + J
C C c
T s s 1 1 ^
T s n 1 +
I s n 2 2
I s n 2 2  v
L/S  I
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Newman Text LT
P 4 Cont.
5. usefulness is
6 . what is to come...has
7. We might wait
P 5
1. Nothing can stop
2. nothing has Indeed
3. They get
4. it is But 
P 6
1. I ment ion
2 . anyone could feel
3. to be considered...appears However
4. nobody is distracted and
5. polls were
P 7
1. Politicians should be
encouraged
2. Politicians should be
3. politician has But
4. voters must decide and
5. Government is
P 8
1 . polls have become
contrast
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Newman Text LT
P 8  Cont.
2. (You) Ask
3. it palls
4. poll showed
5. what a revelation.
P 9
1. narr.: Candidate was
interviewed
2 . narr.: interviewer asked
3. you would say
4. I won
P 10
1. Anything is
2 . poll does and
3. It reached
4. I hope
5. authors explained
6 . (they went on)
7. measures were obtained
P 11
1. (Patterson and McClure
concluded)
2. We have
3. voters will change
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
N C C
R s s 2 2
R s s 2 2
I s s 3 3
R 2 2 J
N N C
I s s 2 2
I s s 2 2
C C £
T s s 1 1
T s n 1 +
I n s 2 2
I s s 2 2
I s s 2 2
I s s 2 2
N N C
I s s 2 2
I s s 2 2  N
L/S I
conclusion from evidence 
in P 9
conclusion of example
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Newman Text LT
P 12
1 . finding must have stirred
2 . use did
P 13
1 . it discourages and
aggrandizes
2 . narr.: movie was
3. she played
4. she rode and had
P 14
1 . ambassador came
2. He could make
3. he stopped
4. landlord told
5. he did mind
P 15
1 . ambassador said and went 
P 16
1. (I am)
2 . (ambassador said)
3. this is but
P 17
1. That's (is)
2. (Greta Garbo said)
BPP LEC
N
I
I
C
T
s
s
VF CPA RSP 
N C
2
2
C
1
L/S I
judgment on conclusion
I s s 2 2
I n n 2 2
N N C
I s n 2 2 introduction of another
I n s 2 2 person in narrative
I n s 2 2
I s n 2 2
I s s 2 2
N N £
I s n 2 2 change of place of
ambassador
N N C
I n s 2 2 speech
I s n 2 2
N N C
I s n 2 2  vf change of speaker
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Newman Text LT
P 18
1. I'm (am)
2 . (ambassador said)
3. (I) Think
P 19
1. Greta Garbo said and took
off
2. Life is
P 20
1 . polls were
P 21
1 . elections were
2. I do presume
3. it did but
4. approach was
P 22
1. I am made
2. Not because...
3. efficacy has .been demonstrated
4. because... but
P 23
1. I have
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
N N C
I s n 2 2
I n n 2 2
N N £
I s s 2 2
T s s 1 +
N N C
T s s 1 +
J
N N £
T s n 1 1 ^
T s s 1 +
T s s 1 +
T s n 1 + J
C C c
T s s 1
I 2 2
I
I
s s 2
2
22J
N N C
T s s 1 a
L/S I
change of speaker
change of speaker and 
conclusion
conclusion relating to 
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P 23 Cont.
2 . you do know
3. you do know
4. he knows
5. consequence is
6 . I think
P 24
1. We contribute
2. We talk
3. We discover
4. holding is
5. to do this takes
6 . it costs
7. I have been thinking
8 . they could indicate
9 . that would be entered
10. They could be directed
1 1 . we could know
LT
but
still more
and
H 
H
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P 1
1 . squirrel is
2. He darts and edges
3. he faces
4. tail is
5. He flicks and flourishes 
P 2
1. I am enjoying
2 . wine is
3. blossoms flare and decline 
P 3
1. narr.: I am sitting
2. Many want
3. (you) Give
4. (they plead)
5. (You) do make
6 . (they storm)
7. you listen
8 . (they complain)
9. Who cares
1 0 . (they sneer)
11. John Peter Zenger and Hugo
Black are
12. (You) Teach
13. They will be
14. (they explain)
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P 4
1 . panic is
2 . (they ask)
3. obituaries should come
P 5
1. I hope
2 . obituaries need but
3. both require
4. (I say)
P 6
1 . squirrel does share
2. He grows
3. tail floats
4. he goes
5. He soars
6 . He is
P 7
1 . clamor loosens
2. They drop, break open
3. he is
4. He finds and carries 
P 8
1 . clock or calendar tells
2. I have heard
3. squirrel is But
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4. he appears
5. he is
6 . He prances and flies
7. he fails
P 9
1. I see
2 . squirrel may zap
3. days are
4. winters are
5. he lays in but 
P 10
1 . work is
2. He gathers, reproduces,
tends, and stays
3. Doing these things...is
4. unemployment looms
5. anxiety has
6 . it is And yet
7. jobs are
8 . well trained, well-
educated stand
9. neither skill nor virtue
holds
1 0 . students should demand 
P 11
1 . that they want...grieves
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2 . you ask
3. (they say)
4. what you want is
5. multitude are
P 12
1. Many are
2 . aspirations are
3. Advisors and models tell
4. no one tells
5. elders are
6 . they reject
7. they cling
8 . (you) play and do
9. I will get
1 0 . (each one thinks)
P 13
1. I tell
2. That was
P 14
1 . student ponders
*topic for next paragraph
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P 15
1 . it aroused
2 . luxury is
3. regions are
4. Flight and gaiety cost
P 16
1 . squirrel is
2. He must go
3. Dogs are
4. they rant
5. He feeds on and pays
6 . He is
7. He lives, mates, and dies
8 . he plunges and balances
P 17
1. I like
2. He will get ahead, find,
settle down, be
3. tricks are
LT
and
E-
h 
P3 
P
3
BPP LEC 
N
S s 
s 
s 
s
VF CPA RSP 
C C
s
s
n
n
1
1
2
2
+
+
2
2
L/S I
answer to question
J
T
I
s
n
s
n
s
n
n
n
n
s
s
n
n
n
n
n
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2 J
T
I
s
s
n
s
1
2
Cl
0
conclusion
199
Reproduced 
with 
perm
ission 
of the 
copyright ow
ner. 
Further reproduction 
prohibited 
without perm
ission.
ROBINSON Text LT
P 1
1 . definitions are
2. It has been described
3. teachers regard
4. Prayer is
5. meditation is
6 . Meditation teaches
7. mind must learn
8 . whether it listens...
9. Which...depends
P 2
1 . meditation is
2 . one focuses
3. Meditation is
4. nothing is for
5. mind becomes
6 . meditation is
7. reverse is
8 . meditation involves
9. meditation is
1 0 . meditation is
1 1 . dervishes are
12. Tai Chi Ch'uan combines
P 3
1 . people do meditate
2 . (you) (do) leave
3. this is
4. we could spend
*topic for next paragraph
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5. it does foster
6 . passivity does make
P 4
1. Opponents ask
2. Most disagree
3. latter will tell
4. they meet, are, and have
5. this was
6 . We could tell
P 5
1 . scientists came
2. They moved, measured,
tested, computerized
3. they found and
4. Meditation did
P 6
1. They were
2 . response has been known
3. Meditators have
4. they become so
5. times are
6 . senses seem and
*topic for next paragraph
BPP LEC VF CPA
N N
P s s 2
P s n 2
N N
S s s 1
S s n 1
S 2
n s 2
S 2
n s 2
T s s 1
I s s 2
N £
T s s 1
I n n 2
T n n 1 *
T s n 1
N C
R s n 2
I s s 3
I s s 3
I n n 3
I s n 3
I s n 3
L/S I
contrasting answers
conclusion
result
RSP
C
2
2
C
1
+
2
2 J
2 )
C
0
i S
+
c
2
3
3
3
3
3 ^
201
Reproduced 
with 
perm
ission 
of the 
copyright ow
ner. 
Further reproduction 
prohibited 
without perm
ission.
Robinson Text LT
P 6  Cont.
7. consumption goes
8 . heartbeat and metabolism
seem
9. evidence is
1 0 . it has helped and
P 7
1 . tests can be said
2. Some produce
3. people react, adapt
4. meditators did adapt
5. They cont inued
6 . meditators did react
P 8
1 .
2 .
3.
4.
5.
6.
P 9
1 . why meditation...is
2. that in Western...is
suspected
much has been made 
meditators can emit 
alpha does seem and
practitioners have been However
found
meditation involves Thus
that not all...is and
on the other 
hand
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3. mind stops, pauses
4. it is trained
5. it can become
6 . meditators may find
7. this can be
8 . those may report
9. meditations become 
10. Patience is
P 10
1 . effect is
2. We know
3. we would be
4. we are used but
5. senses become
6 . we are automatized
7. form helps
8 . we are
9. we reawaken 
1 0 . type helps
P 11
1 . that by tuning...is
2 . stars are
3. we can sense
4. signals may be
5. meditation is recommended
6 . they must help
but
after all 
but
Then
and
However
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P 12
1 . techniques abound
2. Some may be
3. others (may be)
4. technique is
5. few are
6 . people achieve
P 13
1 . spine should be
2 . lotus and positions are
3. you can sit
4. meditations are
5. (you) stare or visualize
6 . phrase will do
7. (you) observe
8 . (you) focus
9. else is
10. Thoughts will come
11. (You) Let
1 2 . (you) let
13. (You) Let and return
14. (You) Relax, be
15. (You) Be
16. (you) try
17. you can meditate
18. meditation can lead and is
19. Meditation is
2 0 . it is
2 1 . it should be
22. Peace.
but
but
At first 
Later
but
BPP LEC VF CPA RSP
N N C
T s s 1
T n s 1 +
T n n 1 +
T n s 1 +
T n n 1 +
T s n 1 +
N N £
I s s 2 2
I s s 2 2
I s s 2 2
I s s 2 2
h s s 3 3
h s s 3 3
h s s 3 34 n n 3 3
4 s s 3 3
4 s s 3 3
T2 n n 3 3
X 2
n n 3 3
4 n n 3 3
I n n 2 2
I n n 2 2
I n n 2 2
I n s 2
2  <
T s n, s 1 1
T n n 1 +
T n n 1 +
T n s 1 +
T 1 +
L/S  1
exemplification
conclusion
204
Reproduced 
with 
perm
ission 
of the 
copyright ow
ner. 
Further reproduction 
prohibited 
without perm
ission.
TRIPPETT T ex t LT
P 1
1 . contribution may be
2. America leads and
3. narr.: S. F. Markham
wrote
4. anybody might question
5. doubt is however
6 . U.S. consumes
P 2
1 . speed is
2. Air conditioning began
3. Sanctuary was yet
4. Americans tend
5. They travel
6 . skiing takes place
7. events take place
8 . attractions are staged but
9. many are
P 3
1 . exaggeration is
2. Many have become
3. shoppers resented
4. whining suggests
5. existence was proved
6 . outrage was
7. citizens wished
pi 
Pi
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Trippett Text LT
P 4
1• Everybody is
2. It was
3. extravagance is
4. nations have managed
5. use nas become
P 5
1. everybody is But
2. air conditioning has In fact
altered
3. time is
P 6
1. Many are
2 . air conditioning
transformed
3. by making...
4. It has been no less
5. air conditioning has made Thus
6 . protection has given rise
7. It has reshaped and
redistributed
8 . cities could have
mushroomed
9. communities would shrivel
and die
P 7
1. It has
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2 . that the public's...is
3. experts suggest
4. air conditioning is
P 8
1 . scholars nor sociologists
have got around
2 . observers have been
preoccupied
3. analysis suggests
4. car may have created
5. air conditioning has made
6 . cooling helped turn
7. viewers would endure
P 9
1. Many are
2 . suspicion is
3. One can speculate
4. fact is
5. it must be credited 
P 10
1 . sophist might be tempted
2 . realist must have noticed
3. everybody likes
4. rooms or buildings make
5. rush, whir and clatter
annoys
If so
but
Similarly
if so 
but
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6 . eccentrics are
7. majority have taken
P 11
1 . to chastise...might
be
2 . to observe...would be
3. air conditioner and
buildings may turn out
4. cooler suggests
P 12
1 . designers are toiling
2. Some have come up
3. that represents
LT
still
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APPENDIX C :
SAMPLE ANALYSES OF PARAGRAPHS
CATION
Conforming to Becker's theory:
10 (T) And (LT) that (s), perhaps, is_ (s) where the contrast between
Grant and Lee becomes most striking. (R) The Virginia aristocrat (s), 
inevitably, saw (s) himself in relation to his own region. (I) He (n) 
lived (n) in a static society which could endure almost anything except 
change. (I) Instinctively, his first loyalty (s) would go (s) to the 
locality in which that society existed. (I) He (s) would fight (n) to 
the limit of endurance to defend it, because in defending it he was de­
fending everything that gave his own life its deepest meaning.
Conforming to Christensen's theory:
10 (1) And that, perhaps, j l s  where the contrast between Grant and
Lee becomes most striking. (2) The Virginia aristocrat. inevitably, saw 
himself in relation to his own region. (3) He lived in a static society 
which could endure almost anything except change. (3) Instinctively, 
his first loyalty would go to the locality in which that society existed. 
(3) He would fight to the limit of endurance to defend it, because in 
defending it he was defending everything that gave his own life its 
deepest meaning.
— simple coordinate sequence
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Conforming to Rodgers' theory:
10 (1) And that, perhaps, is_ where the contrast between Grant ^
and Lee becomes most striking. (2) The Virginia aristocrat, in­
evitably, saw himself in relation to his own region. (3) He lived 
in a static society which could endure almost anything except 
change. (3) Instinctively, his first loyalty would go to the 
locality in which that society existed. (3) He would fight to 
the limit of endurance to defend it, because in defending it he 
was defending everything that gave his own life its deepest meaning.^
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Non-conforming to Becker's theory:
13 (T) Yet (LT), it was (n) not all contrast (s), after all, (T)
Different as they were— in background, in personality, in underlying 
aspiration— these two great soldiers (s) had (n) much in common.
(R) Under everything else, they (n) were (n) marvelous fighters. (R) 
Furthermore (LT), their fighting qualities (s) were (n) really very 
much alike.
14 (I) Each man (s) had (n), to begin with (LT), the great virtue
of utter tenacity and fidelity. (I ) Grant (s) fought (n) his way down 
the Mississippi Valley in spite of acute personal discouragement and 
profound military handicaps. (I ) Lee (s) hung on (n) in the trenches 
at Petersburg after hope itself had died. (I) In each man there was (n) 
an indomitable quality (s) . . . the born fighter's refusal to give up
as long as he can still remain on his feet and lift his two fists.
15 (I) Daring and resourcefulness they (s) had (n), too (LT); the
ability to think faster and move faster than the enemy. (I ) These (s)
were (n) the qualities which gave Lee the dazzling campaigns of Second 
Manassas and Chancellorsville and won Vicksburg for Grant.
16 (R) Lastly, and perhaps greatest of all (LT), there was (n) the
ability (s), at the end, to turn quickly from war to peace once the 
fighting was ever. (I) Out of the way these two men behaved at Appomat­
tox came (n) the possibility (s) of a peace of reconciliation. (I) It 
(n) was (n) a possibility not wholly realized, in the years to come, but 
which did, in the end, help the two sections to become one nation again
. . . after a war whose bitterness might have seemed to make such a re­
union wholly impossible. (R) No part (s) of either man's life became (n)
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him more than the part he played in their brief meeting in the McLean 
house at Appomattox. (R) Their behavior (s) there put (n) all succeed­
ing generations of Americans in their debt. (T) Two great Americans,
Grant and Lee— very different, yet under everything very much alike.
(T) Their encounter (s) at Appomattox was (n) one of the great moments 
of American history.
Non-conforming to Christensen's theory:
13 (1) Yet it was not all contrast, after all. (1) Different as they
were— in background, in personality, in underlying aspiration— these two 
great soldiers had much in common. (2) Under everything else, they were 
marvelous fighters. (2) Furthermore, their fighting qualities were 
really very much alike.
14 (3) Each man had, to begin with, the great virtue of utter
tenacity and fidelity. (4) Grant fought his way down the Mississippi 
Valley in spite of acute personal discouragement and profound military 
handicaps. (4) Lee hung on in the trenches at Petersburg after hope 
itself had died. (3) In each man there was an indomitable quality . . . 
the born fighter's refusal to give up as long as he can still remain on 
his feet and lift his two fists.
15 (3) Daring and resourcefulness they had, too; the ability to
think faster and move faster than the enemy. (4) These were the quali­
ties which gave Lee the dazzling campaigns of Second Manassas and 
Chancellorsville and won Vicksburg for Grant.
16 (2) Lastly, and perhaps greatest of all, there was the ability,
at the end, to turn quickly from war to peace once the fighting was over.
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(3) Out of the way these two men behaved at Appomattox came the possibility 
of a peace of reconciliation. (3) t^^  was a possibility not wholly real­
ized, in the years to come, but which did, in the end, help the two 
sections to become one nation again . . . after a war whose bitterness 
might have seemed to make such a reunion wholly impossible. (2) No part 
of either man's life became him more than the part he played in their 
brief meeting in the McLean house at Appomattox. (2) Their behavior 
there put all succeeding generations of Americans in their debt. (1) Two 
great Americans , Grant and Lee— very different, yet under everything else 
very much alike. (1) Their encounter at Appomattox was one of the great 
moments of American history.
Conforming to Rodgers' theory:
13 (1) Yet it was not all contrast, after all.
(+) Different as they were— in background, in per­
sonality, in underlying aspiration— these two great 
soldiers had much in common. (2) Under everything 
else, they were marvelous fighters. (2) Further­
more, their fighting qualities were really very 
much alike.
14 (3) Each man had, to begin with, the great 
virtue of utter tenacity and fidelity. (4) Grant 
fought his way down the Mississippi Valley in spite 
of acute personal discouragement and profound mili­
tary handicaps. (4) Lee hung on in the trenches 
at Petersburg after hope itself had died.
fighting 
qualities in 
common
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(3) In each man there was an indomitable quality 
. . . the born fighter's refusal to give up as 
long as he can still remain on his feet and lift 
his two fists.
15 (3) Daring and resourcefulness they had,
too; the ability to think faster and move faster 
than the enemy. (4) These were the qualities
which gave Lee the dazzling campaigns of Second 
Manassas and Chancellorsville and won Vicksburg 
for Grant.
16 (2) Lastly, and perhaps greatest of all,
there was the ability, at the end, to turn 
quickly from war to peace once the fighting was 
over. (3) Out of the way these two men behaved 
at Appomattox came the possibility of a peace 
of reconciliation. (3) It was a possibility not
wholly realized, in the years to come, but which 
did, in the end, help the two sections to become 
one nation again . . . after a war whose bitter­
ness might have seemed to make such a reunion ^
wholly impossible. (2) No part of either man's 
life became him more than the part he played in
their brief meeting in the McLean house at 
Appomattox. (2) Their behavior there put all
succeeding generations of Americans in their V
two more fight­
ing qualities in 
c ommon— add it ion
conclusion
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debt. (1) Two great Americans, Grant and Lee 
— very different, yet under everything very much 
alike. (+) Their encounter at Appomattox was 
one of the great moments of American history.
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Non-conforming to Becker's theory:
6  (T) Many (s) of its byproducts are (n) so conspicuous that they
are scarcely noticed. (R) To begin with, air conditioning (s) transformed 
(s) the face of urban America (I) by making possible those glassy, boxy, 
sealed.-in skyscrapers on which the once humane geometries of places 
like San Francisco, Boston and Manhattan have been impaled. (R) It_ (n) 
has been (s) indispensible, no less (LT), to the functioning of sensitive 
advanced computers, whose high operating temperatures require that they 
be constantly cooled. (R) Thus (LT), in a very real way, air conditioning 
(s) has made (n) possible the ascendancy of computerized civilization.
(I) Its cooling protection (s) has given rise (n) not only to moon land­
ings, space shuttles and Skylabs but to the depersonalized punch- 
cardification of society that regularly gets people hot under the collar 
even in swelter-proof environments. (R) It_ (s) has also reshaped (n) 
the national economy and redistributed (n) political power simply by 
encouraging the burgeoning of the sultry southerly swatch of the country, 
profoundly influencing major migration trends of people and industry.
(I) Sunbelt cities (s) like Phoenix, Atlanta, Dallas and Houston (where 
shivering indoor frigidity became a mark of status) could never have 
mushroomed (s) so prosperously without air conditioning; (I) some communi­
ties (s)— Las Vegas in the Nevada desert and Lake Havasu City on the 
Arizona-California border— would shrivel (s) and die (s) overnight if it 
were turned off.
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TRIPPETT
Conforming to Christensen’s theory:
6  (1) Many of its byproducts are so conspicuous that they are scarcely
noticed. (2) To begin with, air conditioning transformed the face of 
urban America (3) by making possible those glassy, boxy, sealed-in sky­
scrapers on which the once humane geometries of places like San Francisco, 
Boston and Manhattan have been impaled. (2) It has been indispensable, 
no less, to the functioning of sensitive advanced computers, whose high 
operating temperatures require that they be constantly cooled. (2) Thus, 
in a very real way, air conditioning has made possible the ascendancy of 
computerized civilization. (3) Its cooling protection has given rise 
not only to moon landings, space shuttles and Skylabs but to the deper­
sonalized punch-cardification of society that regularly gets people hot 
under the collar even in swelter-proof environments. (2) It has also 
reshaped the national economy and redistributed political power simply 
by encouraging the burgeoning of the sultry southerly swatch of the 
country, profoundly influencing major migration trends of people and 
industry. (3) Sunbelt cities like Phoenix, Atlanta, Dallas and Houston 
(Where shivering indoor frigidity became a mark of status) could never 
have mushroomed so prosperously without air conditioning; (3) some 
communities— Las Vegas in the Nevada desert and Lake Havasu City on 
the Arizona-Califomia border— would shrivel and die overnight if it 
were turned off.
— mixed coordinate sequence
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TRIPPETT
Conforming to Rodgers' theory:
6  (1) Many of its byproducts are so conspicuous that they are
scarcely noticed. (2) To begin with, air conditioning transformed 
the face of urban America (3) by making possible those glassy, 
boxy, sealed-in skyscrapers on which the once humane geometries 
of places like San Francisco, Boston and Manhattan have been im­
paled. (2) It has been indispensable, no less, to the functioning 
of sensitive advanced computers, whose high operating temperatures 
require that they be constantly cooled. (2) Thus, in a very real 
way, air conditioning has made possible the ascendancy of com­
puterized civilization. (3) Its cooling protection has given 
rise not only to moon landings, space shuttles and Skylabs but to 
the depersonalized punch-cardification of society that regularly 
gets people hot under the collar even in swelter-proof environ­
ments. (2) It has also reshaped the national economy and re­
distributed political power simply by encouraging the burgeoning 
of the sultry southerly swatch of the country, profoundly influ­
encing major migration trends of people and industry. (3) Sun­
belt cities like Phoenix, Atlanta, Dallas and Houston (where 
shivering indoor frigidity became a mark of status) could never 
have mushroomed so prosperously without air conditioning; (3) 
some communities— Las Vegas in the Nevada desert and Lake 
Havasu City on the Arizona-California border— would shrivel and 
die overnight if it were turned off.
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TRIPPETT
Non-conforming to Becker's theory:
10 (T) Perhaps only a sophist (s) might be tempted (s) to tie the 
spread of air conditioning to the coincidentally rising divorce rate,
(I) but (LT) every attentive realist (s) must have noticed (s) that 
even a little window unit can instigate domestic tension and chronic 
bickering between couples composed of one who likes it on all the time 
and another who does not. (T) In fact, perhaps surprisingly, not 
everybody (s) likes (s) air conditioning. (I) The necessarily sealed 
rooms (s) or buildings (s) make (n) some feel claustrophobic, cut off 
from the real world. (I) The rush, whir and clatter (s) of cooling 
units annoys (n) others. (I) There are (n) even a few eccentrics (s) 
who object to man-made cool simply because they like hot weather. (T) 
Still (LT), the overwhelming majority (s) of Americans have taken (s) 
to air conditioning like hogs to a wet wallow.
11 (T) It might be (s) tempting, and even fair, to chastise that 
vast majority for being spoiled rotten in their cool ascendancy (s).
(T) It would be (s) more just, however, to observe that their great 
cooling machine carries with it a perpetual price tag that is going to 
provide continued and increasing chastisement during the energy crisis 
(s). (T) Ultimately, the air conditioner (s), and the hermetic build­
ings (s) it requires, may turn out (s) to be a more pertinent technical 
symbol of the American personality than the car. (R) While the car has 
been a fine sign of the American impulse to dart hither and yon about 
the world, the mechanical cooler (s) more neatly suggests (s) the 
maturing national compulsion to flee the natural world in favor of a 
technological cocoon.
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TRIPPETT
Non-conforming to Christensen's theory:
10 (1) Perhaps only a sophist might be tempted to tie the spread of 
air conditioning to the coincidentally rising divorce rate, (2 ) but every 
attentive realist must have noticed that even a little window unit can 
instigate domestic tension and chronic bickering between couples composed 
of one who likes it on all the time and another who does not. (1) In 
fact, perhaps surprisingly, not everybody likes air conditioning. (2 )
The necessarily sealed rooms or buildings make some feel claustrophobic, 
cut off from the real world. (2) The rush, whir and clatter of cooling 
units annoys others. (2) There are even a few eccentrics who object to 
man-made cool simply because they like hot weather. (1) Still, the over­
whelming majority of Americans have taken to air conditioning like hogs 
to a wet wallow.
11 (1) It might be tempting, and even fair, to chastise that vast 
majority for being spoiled rotten in their cool ascendancy. (1) It 
would be more just, however, to observe that their great cooling machine 
carries with it a perpetual price tag that is going to provide continued 
and increasing chastisement during the energy crisis. (1) Ultimately, 
the air conditioner, and the hermetic buildings it requires, may turn 
out to be a more pertinent technical symbol of the American personality 
than the car. (2) While the car has been a fine sign of the American 
impulse to dart hither and yon about the world, the mechanical cooler 
more neatly suggests the maturing national compulsion to flee the natural 
world in favor of a technological cocoon.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
221
TRIPPETT
Conforming to Rodgers' theory:
10 (1) Perhaps only a sophist might be tempted
to tie the spread of air conditioning to the coin­
cidentally rising divorce rate, (2 ) but every at­
tentive realist must have noticed that even a
little window unit can instigate domestic tension 
and chronic bickering between couples composed of 
one who likes it on all the time and another who 
does not. (1) In fact, perhaps surprisingly, not 
everybody likes air conditioning. (2) The neces­
sarily sealed rooms or buildings make some feel 
claustrophobic, cut off from the real world.
(2) The rush, whir and clatter of cooling units 
annoys others. (2) There are even a few eccen­
trics who object to man-made cool simply because 
they like hot weather. (1) Still, the overwhelm­
ing majority of Americans have taken to air con­
ditioning like hogs to a wet wallow.
11 (+) It might be tempting, and even fair, to
chastise that vast majority for being spoiled rot­
ten in their cool ascendancy. (+) It would be 
more just, however, to observe that their great 
cooling machine carries with it a perpetual price 
tag that is going to provide continued and increas­
ing chastisement during the energy crisis.
(+) Ultimately, the air conditioner, and the
J
J
conclusion
conclusion and 
transition
V
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TRIPPETT C o n t. P 11
hermetic buildings it requires, may turn out 
to be a more pertinent technical symbol of the 
American personality than the car. (2) While 
the car has been a fine sign of the American 
impulse to dart hither and yon about the world, 
the mechanical cooler more neatly suggests 
the maturing national compulsion to flee the 
natural world in favor of a technological 
cocoon.
y
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APPENDIX D: STATISTICAL SUMMARIES OF DATA
CLASSIFICATION OF PARAGRAPHS AS 
CONFORMING OR NON-CONFORMING
Becker Christensen Rodgers
N3
NJ
UJ
CLASSICAL
C N C N C N
Catton 4 (25%) 12 (75%) 6 (38%) 10 (62%) 16 (100%) 0 (0%)
Eiseley 16 (35%) 30 (65%) 15 (33%) 31 (67%) 46 (100%) 0 (0%)
Orwell 2 (11%) 16 (89%) 3 (17%) 15 (83%) 18 (100%) 0 (0%)
Swift 7 (21%) 26 (79%) 3 (9%) 30 (91%) 33 (100%) 0 (0%)
Thurber 4 (50%) 4 (50%) 3 (38%) 5 (62%) 8 (100%) 0 (0%)
Twain 1 (33%) 2 (67%) 0 (0%) 3 (100%) 3 (100%) 0 (0%)
White 22 (48%) 24 (52%) 11 (24%) 35 (76%) 46 (100%) 0 (0%)
TOTAL 56 (32.9%) 114 (67.1%) 41 (24.1%) 129 (75.9%) 170 (100%) 0 (0%)
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CLASSIFICATION OF PARAGRAPHS AS 
CONFORMING OR NON-CONFORMING (CONT.)
Becker Christensen Rodgers
EPHEMERAL C N C N C N
Davis 18 (64%) 10 (36%) 13 (46%) 15 (54%) 28 (100%) 0 (0%)
Goldwin 5 (23%) 17 (77%) 13 (59%) 9 (41%) 22 (100%) 0 (0%)
Moustakas 3 (14%) 19 (86%) 2 (9%) 20 (91%) 22 (100%) 0 (0%)
Newman 6 (25%) 18 (75%) 5 (21%) 19 (79%) 24 (100%) 0 (0%)
Norman 6 (35%) 11 (65%) 9 (53%) 8 (47%) 17 (100%) 0 (0%)
Robinson 2 (15%) 11 (85%) 7 (54%) 6 (46%) 13 (100%) 0 (0%)
Trippett _5 (42%) J_ (58%) _5 (42%) _7_ (58%) 12. (100%) 0 (0%)
TOTAL 45 (32.6%) 93 (67.4%) 54 (39.1%) 84 (60.9%) 138 (100%) 0 (0%)
GRAND
TOTAL 101 (32.8%) 207 (67.2%) 95 (30.8%) 213 (69.2%) 308 (100%) 0 (0%)
224
225
COMPARISONS OF CLASSICAL FINDINGS
 ..NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PARAGRAPHS:
Conforming Non-conforming Total
Becker 56 (32.9%) 114 (57.1%) 170
Christensen 41 (24.1%) 129 (75.9%) 170
Rodgers 170 (100%)_____________0 (0%) 170
TOTAL 267 (52.4%) 243 (47.6%) 510
CHI-SQUARE-WHOLE TABLE
Conforming Non-conforming Total
Becker 56 (89)* 114 (81)* 170
Christensen 41 (89) 129 (81) 170
Rodgers 170 (89) __0 (81) 170
TOTAL 267 243 510
Chi-square 234.74 Statistically significant at .01 level 
*expected frequencies
CHI-SQUARE— BECKER VERSUS CHRISTENSEN
Conforming Non-conforming Total
Becker 56 (48.5)* 114 (121.5)* 170
Christensen 41 (48.5) 129 (121.5) 170
TOTAL 97 243 340
Chi-square 3.26 Approaches statistical significance at .10 level 
*expected frequencies
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COMPARISONS OF EPHEMERAL FINDINGS
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PARAGRAPHS:
Conforming Non-conforming Total
Becker 45 (32.6%) 93 (67.4%) 138
Christensen 54 (39.1%) 84 (60.9%) 138
Rodgers 138 (100%) _0 (0%) 138
TOTAL 237 (57.2%) 177 (42.8%) 414
CHI-SQUARE-WHOLE TABLE
Conforming Non-conf orming Total
Becker 45 (7 9)* 93 (59)* 138
Christensen 54 (79) 84 (59) 138
Rodgers 138 (79) _0 (59) 138
TOTAL 237 177 414
Chi-square 155.80 Statistically significant at .01 level 
*expected frequencies
CHI-SQUARE— BECKER VERSUS CHRISTENSEN
Conforming Non-conforming Total
Becker 45 (49.5)* 93 (88.5)* 138
Christensen 54 (49.5) (88.5) 138
TOTAL 99 177 276
Chi-square 1.28 Not statistically significant 
*expected frequencies
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COMPARISONS OF TOTALS OF CLASSICAL PLUS EPHEMERAL FINDINGS 
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PARAGRAPHS:
Total 
308 
308 
308 
924
Becker
Christensen
Rodgers
TOTAL
Conforming 
101 (32.8%) 
95 (30.8%) 
308 (100%) 
504 (54.5%)
Non-conforming 
207 (67.2%) 
213 (69.2%)
 0 (0%)
420 (45.5%)
CHI-SQUARE-WHOLE TABLE
Conforming 
Becker 101 (168)*
Christensen 95 (168)
Rodgers 308 (168)
TOTAL 504
Chi-square 385.24 
*expected frequencies
Non-conforming Total
207 (140)* 308
213 (140) 308
 0 (140) 308
420 924
Statistically significant at .01 level
CHI-SQUARE— BECKER VERSUS CHRISTENSEN
Conforming Non-conforming Total
Becker 101 (98)* 207 (210) 308
Christensen 95 (98) 213 (210) 308
TOTAL 196 420 616
Chi-square .308 Not statistically significant
*expected frequencies
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COMPARISONS OF CLASSICAL VERSUS EPHEMERAL 
TOTALS FOR BECKER AND CHRISTENSEN
Conforming Non-conforming Total
Becker Classical 56 (32.9%) 114 (67.1%) 170
Becker Ephemeral 45 (32.6%) 93 (67.4%) 138
TOTAL 101 207 308
Chi-square .0037 Not statistically significant
Conforming Non-conforming Total
Christensen Classical 41 (24.1%) 129 (75.9%) 170
Christensen Ephemeral 54 (39.1%) 84 (60.9%) 138
TOTAL 95 213 308
Chi-square 8.09 Statistically significant at .01 level
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LEXICAL EQUIVALENCE CLASSES— CLASSICAL 
Two-by-two Tables
CATTON
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 41 19
Non-shift _8 _8
TOTAL 49 27
Chi-square 1.85 Not statistically significant
EISELEY
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 140 113
Non-shift 16 33
TOTAL 156 146
Chi-square 8.46 Statistically significant at .01 1<
ORWELL
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 90 98
Non-shift _6 38
TOTAL 96 136
Chi-square 17.23 Statistically significant at . 0 1  :
SWIFT
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 45 24
Non-shift 10 _6
TOTAL 55 30
Chi-square .085 Not statistically significant
Total
60
16
76
Total
253
49
302
Total
188
44
232
Total
69
16
85
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LEXICAL EQUIVALENCE CLASSES— CLASSICAL (CONT.)
THURBER
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 44 30
Non-shift 13 17
TOTAL 57 47
Chi-square 2.24 Not statistically significant
TWAIN
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 12 21
Non-shift 2 3
TOTAL 14 24
Chi-square .202 Not statistically significant
WHITE
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 175 195
Non-shift 18 71
TOTAL 193 266
Chi-square 21.58 Statistically significant at . 0 1  :
OVERALL CLASSICAL TOTALS
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 547 500
Non-shift 73 176
TOTAL 620 676
Chi-square 42.37 Statistically significant at .01
Total
74
30
104
Total
33
5
38
Total
370
89
459
Total
1047
249
1296
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DAVIS
LEXICAL EQUIVALENCE CLASSES— EPHEMERAL 
Two-by-two Tables
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 59 51
Non-shift 4 11
TOTAL 63 62
Chi-square 3.841 Statistically significant at .05 level
GOLDWIN
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 58 39
Non-shift 11 16
TOTAL 69 55
Chi-square 3.107 Approaches statistical significance at .10
MOUSTAKAS
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 73 113
Non-shift 21 45
TOTAL 94 158
Chi-square 1.611 Not statistically significant
NEWMAN
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 40 35
Non-shift 5 12
TOTAL 45 47
Chi-square 3.174 Approaches statistical significance at .10
Total
110
15
125
Total
97
27
124
level
Total
186
66
252
Total
75
17
92
level
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LEXICAL EQUIVALENCE CLASSES— EPHEMERAL (CONT.)
NORMAN
New Slot Not New Slot Total
Shift 34 28 62
Non-shift 7 14 21
TOTAL 41 42 83
Chi-square 2.905 Approaches statistical significance at .10 level
ROBINSON
New Slot Not New Slot Total
Shift 35 43 78
Non-shift 10 20 30
TOTAL 45 63 108
Chi-square 1.696 Not statistically significant
TRIPPETT
New Slot. Not New Slot Total
Shift 32 30 62
Non-shift 2 2 4
TOTAL 34 32 66
Chi-square .252 Not statistically significant
OVERALL EPHEMERAL TOTALS
New Slot Not New Slot Total
Shift 331 339 670
Non-shift 60 120 180
TOTAL 391 459 850
Chi-square 14.7 90 Statistically significant at .01 level
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LEXICAL EQUIVALENCE CLASSES
COMPARISONS OF CLASSICAL VERSUS EPHEMERAL OVERALL TOTALS
Shifts Non-Shifts
Classical
New Slot 
547 
331
Not New Slot 
500 
339Ephemeral
Chi-square 3.353 Not statistically significant
New Slot 
73 
60
Not New Slot 
176 
120
CLASSICAL PLUS EPHEMERAL— GRAND TOTALS 
Two-by-two Table
Shift
Non-shift
New Slot 
878 (51.1%) 
133 (31.0%) 
1011
Not New Slot 
839 (48.9%) 
296 (69.0%) 
1135TOTAL
Chi-square 69.578 Statistically significant at .01 level
Total
1717
429
2146
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VERB FORMS— CLASSICAL 
Two-by-two Tables
CATTON
Shift 
Non-shift 
TOTAL 
Chi-square 2.716
EISELEY
Shift 
Non-shift 
TOTAL 
Chi-square 10.557
ORWELL
Shift 
Non-shift 
TOTAL 
Chi-square 2.633
SWIFT
Shift 
Non-shift 
TOTAL 
Chi-square 2.608
New Slot Not New Slot Total
19 14 33
30 13 43
49 27 76
Approaches statistical significance at .10 level
New Slot Not New Slot Total
110 75 185
49 72 121
159 147 306
Statistically significant at .01 level
New Slot Not New Slot Total
55 69 124
37 72 109
92 141 233
Not statistically significant
New Slot Not New Slot Total
47 23 70
_7 _8 15_
54 31 85
Not statistically significant
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VERB FORMS— CLASSICAL (CONT.)
THURBER
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 35 18
Non-shift 22 29
TOTAL 57 47
Chi-square 5.512 Statistically significant at .05 :
TWAIN
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 7 10
Non-shift _7 14
TOTAL 14 24
Chi-square .640 Not statistically siignificant
WHITE
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 79 100
Non-shift 112 173
TOTAL 191 273
Chi-square 2.730 Not statistically significant
OVERALL TOTALS— iCLASSICAL
New Slot ' Not New Slot
Shift 352 309
Non-shift 264 381
TOTAL 616 690
Chi-square 19.98 Statistically significant at .01 level
Total
53
51
104
Total
17
21
38
Total
179
285
464
Total
661
645
1306
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DAVIS
VERB FORMS— EPHEMERAL 
Two-by-two Tables
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 47 43
Non-shift 14 22
TOTAL 61 65
Chi-square 2.569 Not statistically significant
GOLDWIN
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 36 30
Non-shift 33 25
TOTAL 69 55
Chi-square .155 Not statistically significant
MOUSTAKAS
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift _ 41 59
Non-shift 53 100
TOTAL 94 159
Chi-square 2.612 Not statistically significant
NEWMAN
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 30 25
Non-shift 15 22
TOTAL 45 47
Chi-square 2.903 Not statistically significant
Total
90
36
126
Total
66
58
124
Total
100
153
253
Total
55
37
92
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VERB FORMS--EPHEMERAL (CONT.)
NORMAN
New Slot Not New Slot Total
Shift 20 14 34
Non-shift 20 29 49
TOTAL 40 43 83
Chi-square 2.615 Not statistically significant
ROBINSON
New Slot Not New Slot Total
Shift 25 32 57
Non-shift 20 32 52
TOTAL 45 64 109
Chi-square .662 Not statistically significant
TRIPPETT
New Slot Not New Slot Total
Shift 22 21 43
Non-shift 11 12 23
TOTAL 33 33 66
Chi-square .143 Not statistically significant
OVERALL TOTALS— EPHEMERAL
New Slot Not New Slot Total
Shift 221 224 445
Non-shift 166 242 408
TOTAL 387 466 853
Chi-square 6.995 Statistically significant at .01 level
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VERB FORMS
COMPARISONS OF CLASSICAL VERSUS EPHEMERAL OVERALL TOTALS
Shifts Non-
New Slot Not New Slot New Slot 
Classical 352 309 264
Ephemeral 221 224 166
Chi-square 1.887 Not statistically significant
CLASSICAL PLUS EPHEMERAL-GRAND TOTALS 
Two-by-two Table
New Slot Not New Slot
Shift 573 (51.8%) 533 (48.2%)
Non-shift 430 (40.8%) 623 (59.2%)
TOTAL 1003 1156
Chi-square 50.763 Statistically significant at .01 level
■shifts 
Not New Slot 
381 
242
Total
1106
1053
2159
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TRANSITIONS AT CHANGES OF SLOTS
CLASSICAL
Number of Changes Number of Transitions
of Slots at Changes of Slots
Catton 45 7
Eiseley 159 16
Orwell 140 21
Swift 73 28
Thurber 58 5
Twain 14 2
White 207 15
TOTAL 696 94
Percentage of Total Transitions at Changes of Slots=13.5%
EPHEMERAL
Number of Changes Number of Transitions
of Slots at Changes of Slots
Davis 65 3
Goldwin 66 8
Moustakas 96 13
Newman 50 2
Norman 41 1
Robinson 50 7
Trippett 35 _6
TOTAL 403 40
Percentage of Total Transitions at Changes of Slots=9.9%
GRAND TOTAL 1099 134
Percentage of Grand Total of Transitions at Changes of Slots=12.2%
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TRANSITIONS AT CONTINUATIONS OF SLOTS
CLASSICAL
Number of Continuations Number of Transitions at
of Slots Continuations of Slots
Catton 32 13
Eiseley 149 35
Orwell 124 40
Swift 27 13
Thurber 47 13
Twain 24 10
White 272 69
TOTAL 675 193
Percentage of Total Transitions at Continuations of Slots=28.6%
EPHEMERAL
Number of Continuations Number of Transitions at
of Slots Continuations of Slots
Davis 63 16
Goldwin 57 20
Moustakas 166 27
Newman 47 12
Norman 43 4
Robinson 61 15
Trippett 32 _8
TOTAL 469 102
Percentage of Total Transitions at Continuations of Slots=21.7%
GRAND TOTAL 1144 295
Percentage of Grand Total of Transitions at Continuations of Slots=25.8%
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POSITION OF TOPICS
CLASSICAL EPHEMERAL
Number of paragraphs with: TOTALS TOTALS
1) T* (or 2 T's) at beginning only 50 (29.4%) 48 (34.8%)
2) T at beginning and middle 23 (13.5%) 10 ( 7.3%)
3) T at beginning and end 8 ( 4.7%) 6 ( 4.4%)
4) T at beginning, middle, and end 8 ( 4.7%) 2 ( 1.5%)
5) T at middle only 7 ( 4.1%) 5 ( 3.6%)
6) T at end only 7 ( 4.1%) 10 ( 7.3%)
7) T at middle and end 1 ( .6%) 1 ( .7%)
8) no T 44 (25.9%) 29 (21.0%)
9) all T 15 ( 8.8%) 18 (13.0%)
10) mostly T (paragraphs of more 7 ( 4.1%) _9 ( 6.5%)
than three or four sentences)
TOTAL 170 138
Percentage of first four categories
added together: (52.4%) (47.8%)
*"T" is used for Topic to avoid confusion with the numerals of the table. 
Christensen would use the notation "1" for one or more "T's." Rodgers 
would use "1" for the first "T" in a stadium and "+" for any subsequent 
"T's" in a stadium.
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ANALYTIC AND SYNTHETIC SEQUENCES
CLASSICAL 
Catton 
Eiseley 
Orwell 
Swift 
Thurber 
Twain
White
TOTAL
Analytic
10
30
18
11
8
4
34
115
76.8%
All T*
2
4
1
1
1
0
2
11
7.5%
Synthetic
0
2
2
1
2
0
4
11
7.5%
Synthetic and 
Analytic
0
1
1
1
2
0
■4
9
6.2%
EPHEMERAL
Davis 24 2 1 1
Goldwin 16 2 1 0
Moustakas 10 2 3 2
Newman 11 3 1 1
Norman 13 2 3 0
Robinson 10 1 1 1
Tripp ett 11 JL _0
TOTAL 95 13 11 5
76.6% 10.5% 8.9% 4.0%
*"T" is used for Topic to avoid confusion with the numerals of the table. 
Christensen would use the notation "1" for one or more "T's." Rodgers 
would use "1" for the first "T" in a stadium and "+" for any subsequent 
"T's" in a stadium.
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NUMBER OF LOGICAL AND SECONDARY INFLUENCES ON PARAGRAPHING*
Logical Secondary
CLASSICAL
Catton 3 1
Eiseley 12 1
Orwell 14 o
Swift 17 l
Thurber 6 0
Twain 3 0
White 21 3
TOTAL 76 6
92.7% 7.3%
EPHEMERAL
Davis 7 0
GoIdwin 5 0
Moustakas 17 1
Newman 14 0
Norman 4 0
Robinson 6 0
Trippett _2_ 0>
TOTAL 55 1
98.2% 1.8%
Logical and secondary influences are noted for changes from one stadium 
to another in cases where a given stadium is not conterminous with one 
paragraph.
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